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To my mother and my sister, and to the memory of my father 


Le symptóme, ce serait le réel apparent ou l'apparent réel. 
Roland Barthes 
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PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 


Some years ago I started thinking about the symptom and found I couldn't stop. 
I set out to write a dissertation about how literary representations of disease 
were affected by the shift to naturalizing interpretations of the symptom in 
fifth- and fourth-century medical writing. Yet the more I asked what defined 
those interpretations against other ways of understanding symptoms, the less 
satisfied I was with the answers. I got further into the medical texts, and the 
more I did, the stranger they seemed. What are these texts trying to see and to 
show? I read and reread the medical writers; I went back to the limited 
evidence we have for other ways of thinking about the symptom in early Greece 
to try to understand what was assumed about human beings and unseen threats. 
Eventually I came to conclude that the medical writers are seeing and showing 
the physical body, not as an anatomical object or a visible tableau, but as a 
largely hidden world of fluids, stuffs, flesh, bones, joints, and organs, loosely 
organized by what some of these writers call a phusis, “nature.” As I will stress 
repeatedly, this body, which the Greeks call soma, stands between what anyone 
can see or touch of a human being and a mostly submerged world created out of 
semiotic inference and imagination—hence, the central role of the symptom to 
the book. 

The physical body is something new in the late archaic and classical periods. 
Of course, ^new" is a loaded term when we talk about the Greeks. It lies at the 
heart of debates that go beyond questions of historical change and epistemic 
rupture to charged questions about whether the Greeks are like us or 
completely strange. The easy answer to such questions is that the Greeks are 
both familiar and foreign—but that answer fails to take us very far. In this 
book, I defend the idea that, through its emergence in the ancient Greek world 
as an object of investigation, the physical body comes to change how human 
beings can be imagined and how they can imagine themselves. I understand this 
transformation not in terms of a shift from superstition to sudden insight into 
biological reality. Rather, I see the physical body's emergence as generative 
because it encourages a way of thinking about people in physical terms. Much 
of this book explores the implications of this thinking both inside and outside 
medicine. These implications continue to be explored in the present, not only in 
the narrowly circumscribed arena of bioethics but also on the much more 
expansive ethical terrain that springs up around the problems posed by having a 
body to being human—hence, the importance of the subject to my project. I 
hope that this book, in its own way, contributes to these explorations. 

This book belongs to a number of different disciplines or subfields, among 
them classical philology, history (ancient history, the history of medicine, the 
history of science, the history of ideas, the history of religion), literature and 


literary theory, philosophy, cultural studies, and anthropology. Its various 
affiliations can be credited in part to the questions it asks, in part to my own 
training as both a classicist and a comparatist. Interdisciplinarity is often 
praised, but it is hard to practice. Despite sea changes in the humanities and 
social sciences over the past thirty years, there is a lingering sense that “we 
must ... be alert lest the crossing of disciplines involve a relaxing of discipline," 
as the 1975 Greene Report to the American Comparative Literature Association 
warned.: The anxious commitment to "standards" can still mask parochialism, a 
failure to recognize that the structure of the modern university does not neatly 
map onto historical evidence. But at the same time, disciplines, precisely 
because they are organized around ways of knowing, kinds of questions, and 
types of evidence, develop valuable strategies of inquiry and interpretation. 
They can thus help us find our way into distant cultures and texts, thereby 
making them generative for the present, without making these cultures and 
texts too familiar, thereby stripping them of disruptive force. In researching and 
writing this book, I have often crossed disciplines. But I have also tried to 
inhabit disciplines—some, of course, more than others—to pursue a set of 
questions about the physical body as a historical phenomenon, an object of 
conceptual and imaginative fascination, and the ground of lived experience. 
Even if these disciplines do not align with genres of knowing in the ancient 
world, working across and within them has driven home for me the truth that 
knowledge is, indeed, always situated.» I have also repeatedly become aware of 
the limits of my knowledge and my expertise. Nevertheless, this book is an 
attempt to tell a story that acknowledges the different ways of seeing the world 
that developed in classical Greece, as well as the ways we see today, without 
losing sight of a body whose power derives from its ambiguous position 
between physical object and ethical subject. 


I have incurred many debts in writing this book. My debt is largest to Froma 
Zeitlin and Heinrich von Staden, who advised my dissertation, provided 
unflagging intellectual and emotional support, and have continued to be 
boundless sources of inspiration over the years. I also owe considerable thanks 
to Mark Buchan and Andrew Ford, not only for being such incisive readers but 
also for challenging my thinking along the way while remaining encouraging 
and good humored. 

For years, I have benefited from correspondence and conversations with Jim 
Porter, who has shaped this project in countless ways. I am particularly grateful 
to him and to the anonymous reader for the Press for their detailed and 
insightful comments on an earlier version, which gave me the impetus and the 
tools I needed to undertake another revision to clarify my aims and ideas. 
Caroline Bynum not only provided enormously valuable feedback on drafts of 
the introduction but also helped me see at several key points what really 
matters in intellectual work. Special thanks are due as well to Maud Gleason, 
who stepped in during the revision process and kindly convinced me to give the 
manuscript another go: the final product is much better as a result of her 
advice, though I am all too aware of how much room for improvement remains. 
Phiroze Vasunia generously helped the book find its way to a publisher, for 


which I am very grateful. And I am indebted to Joshua Katz for his careful 
reading of the first chapters, which saved me from many infelicities and errors. 
A number of other colleagues have offered valuable feedback on different 
chapters in the manuscript at its various stages or discussed key concepts, often 
graciously sharing their expertise to help me navigate new fields. I would like to 
thank, in particular, Hal Cook, Andrea Falcon, Chris Faraone, Barbara Kowalzig, 
Roy Laird, Jake Mackey, Ian Moyer, Kalliopi Nikolopoulou, Beate Pongratz- 
Leisten, Jutta Schicksore, and David Wolfsdorf. While I have not always 
succeeded in incorporating their suggestions or addressing their concerns, I 
have benefited enormously from these exchanges. For all the errors and 
omissions that remain, I take full responsibility. 

I am pleased to have the opportunity to acknowledge the support of a 
number of institutions and foundations over the years of this project. My 
dissertation research was supported by the Center for Human Values at 
Princeton University, the Whiting Foundation, the Beinecke Scholarship 
Program, the Joseph E. Croft '73 Fellowship, and a Mary Isabel Sibley 
Fellowship from Phi Beta Kappa. Two Spray-Randleigh fellowships and an Arts 
and Humanities Research grant from the University of North Carolina, Chapel 
Hill helped me progress beyond the dissertation. And a year as a Mellon Fellow 
in the School of Historical Studies at the Institute for Advanced Study provided 
the ideal conditions to undertake the last round of major revisions; I gratefully 
acknowledge support from both the Institute and Princeton University during 
that year. The Magie Fund provided crucial support in the project's final stages. 

Much of the support that made this book possible came from the 
communities of friends and colleagues of which I have had the opportunity to 
be a part over the years. My thinking and research were first fostered by my 
teachers at Columbia University, especially Nancy Worman and Gayatri Spivak. 
The Department of Comparative Literature at Princeton provided a thriving 
intellectual environment in my graduate years; I am especially grateful to April 
Alliston and Sandie Bermann and to Bob Fagles, whose presence is sorely 
missed. For friendship and discussion I thank Barry McCrea, May Mergenthaler, 
Masha Mimran, and especially Nick Rynearson. I continue to count on Jerry 
Passannante for always-inspiring conversations on all matters involving the 
materialist imagination. The warm welcome offered by my colleagues in the 
Department of Classics at UNC greatly eased my transition from student to 
faculty member, making it possible for me to continue expanding the project 
beyond the dissertation; special thanks, too, to Eric Downing, David Reeve, 
Patrick Miller, and Sarah Miller. My colleagues in the Department of Classics at 
Princeton have been an incredible source of support during a second transition 
and the final stages of the book. Audiences at Columbia, UNC, UC-Santa 
Barbara, the University of Southern California, Princeton, the University of 
Chicago, Harvard University, and the University of Pennsylvania have helped 
me shape this material, as have audiences in the ancient medicine community; I 
have benefited in particular from conversations with Paul Demont, Rebecca 
Flemming, Jennifer Clarke Kosak, and Ralph Rosen. I am also grateful to my 
editor, Rob Tempio, and my production editor, Mark Bellis, for all their help 
with seeing this book into print. I gratefully acknowledge my copy editor, Brian 


MacDonald, and Marcia Glass, Henryk Jaronowski, and Monica Boyer, for their 
assistance with the final preparation of the text. Finally, I would like to thank 
Joanna Ebenstein, who writes the wonderful blog Morbid Anatomy, for helping 
me find the image for the jacket. 

None of this would have been possible without the love and support of my 
sister, my mom, and my grandparents. Miles Nelligan has endured this 
omnivorous project with pitch-perfect humor and encouragement: I can never 
thank him enough. 


1 Bernheimer 1995.36. 
2 Haraway 1988. 
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NOTE ON TRANSLITERATIONS AND TRANSLATIONS 


In an effort to address both specialists in the ancient world and a more general 
audience, I have adopted the following system. In the main text, I use Greek for 
block quotations and shorter quotations in parentheses. The most important 
words and phrases, as well as in-text references to the Greek primary texts, are 
transliterated and translated the first time they appear. One small idiosyncrasy: 
although I consistently use soma and psukhe, especially in cases where I am 
discussing the semantic field of those Greek words, at times I use *body" (often 
qualified as “physical,” to avoid the catchall feel of the phrase “the body" in 
contemporary scholarship) and “soul”; I prefer the transliterations because they 
make clear I am working with specific Greek terms, but I find the English words 
at times useful to remind the reader that we are speaking of evidence that 
deeply influences our own sense of “body” and "soul." (In my discussion of 
contemporary research on "the body," I naturally use the English terms.) I use 
Greek for the most part in the notes, retaining the most familiar transliterations 
from the main text. In nearly all cases, I have used Latinized forms of Greek 
proper names for the ease of nonspecialists. 

Translations are my own unless otherwise noted, with the exception of block 
translations from Homer: these are drawn from R. Lattimore, trans., The Iliad of 
Homer (Chicago, 1961) and The Odyssey of Homer (Chicago, 1999). 


The Symptom and the Subject 


INTRODUCTION 


SYMPTOMS AND SUBJECTS 


Nothing drives us to ask why like the austere truth of human suffering. Hesiod, 
the first didactic poet in the Greek literary tradition, takes up the question on a 
grand scale early in the Works and Days, where we learn that conditions were 
not always bleak. In a past age, labor and suffering were unknown: the earth 
readily yielded food; men lived as companions to the gods. Everything changes 
when Prometheus, working on behalf of humankind, contests Zeus's 
omniscience with a ruse. Zeus, angered, takes fire away from people, only to 
have Prometheus steal it back in the stalk of a fennel plant. Zeus responds this 
time not by withholding gifts but by giving them: Pandora, the original woman, 
and the countless afflictions that scatter when she opens her infamous jar. From 
this time on, diseases have wandered the earth day and night. They overtake us 
in silence, because Zeus has taken away their voices. The stealth of their 
approach proves the poem's core axiom—"so it is in no way possible to escape 
the mind of Zeus" (Op. 105)—while the trauma they cause on arrival conflates 
the impossibility of escape with the inevitability of pain. In the world after 
Pandora, humans live and relive Zeus's decisive assertion of his power. 
Aeschylus will call this pathei mathos, knowledge through suffering (Ag. 177). 

It is with a quite different view of the knowledge acquired through suffering 
that Plutarch, in the first centuries ce, comes back to Hesiod's explanation of 
disease and, more specifically, to the adverb on which it hinges: “silently.” 


For all the diseases wander the earth not, as Hesiod says, "silently, since 
counselor Zeus has taken away their voice," but most of them have 
indigestion and sluggishness as their harbingers and forerunners and heralds, 
as it were. (Mor. 127D): 


In support of his point, Plutarch quotes from the Aphorisms of Hippocrates, still 
considered one of the foremost medical authorities of the day some five 
hundred years after his alleged floruit. Plutarch is working with some 
assumptions that are absent from Hesiod's poem. Whereas, in the Works and 
Days, disease is a nebulous daemonic being, for Plutarch it is a process that 
unfolds inside the hidden space of the body. And although the disease remains 
concealed, Plutarch believes that the pre-sufferings and pre-sensations produced 
by the body as it falls ill cue us to its presence. The disease that we fail to avoid 
thus holds different lessons for Plutarch. It proves that we have not been 
properly vigilant about what is happening inside us, while suggesting, too, that 
a body left on its own strays toward disaster. 


Despite these differences, Hesiod and Plutarch are engaged in a similar task: 
each is trying to figure out where symptoms come from. For the purposes of this 
book, a symptom is a disruption—without obvious cause and often, though not 
always, painful—either to the experience of self or to the outward presentation 
of self. Insistently real, symptoms point to an imperceptible dimension of reality 
that cuts across the world that we do perceive. In one sense, this hidden world 
can be laid bare. After Athena lifts the mist from Diomedes' eyes in book 5 of 
the Iliad, for example, the gods on the battlefield are suddenly bathed in light. 
When, just after this revelation, Diomedes cuts the Trojan fighter Hyperion 
“beside the shoulder through the collar-bone with the great sword, so that neck 
and back were hewn free of the shoulder" (5.146-47), he confronts the inner 
body that will become so important to the learned Greco-Roman medical 
tradition and remains at the center of contemporary biomedicine. Yet symptoms 
reveal neither the "fictional" tableau of Greek gods nor the “real” mess of blood 
and flesh beneath the skin. Rather, for the ancients as for us, symptoms give rise 
to a way of seeing built on leaps, both logical and imaginative, into an unseen 
world—inferences about causes, reasons, and motivations. Like other 
spectacular anomalies, such as thunder or eclipses, symptoms demand 
interpretation. In fact, because they mark a catastrophic breach of the 
boundaries of a person, symptoms carry an unusually creative charge, asking us 
to imagine the nature and the limits of a human being and to "see" unseen 
agents and powers capable of causing harm. For this reason, I approach 
symptoms not as windows onto hidden worlds (innards or gods) but as 
phenomena that help to generate and sustain worldviews. 

One such worldview, which had become entrenched by the time of Plutarch, 
is organized around what I will call the physical body. The central argument of 
this book is that this body, designated in Greek by the word soma, emerges 
through changes in the interpretation of symptoms in the Greek world of the 
fifth and fourth centuries bce. Beginning with Homer, moving through the 
fragments of the sixth- and fifth-century “physicists” and the classical-era 
medical treatises, and closing with the medical analogies of early philosophical 
ethics and the diseases of Euripidean tragedy, I analyze how, as the physical 
body “comes into the visible"—to adopt the medical writers’ own language—it 
transforms the stories that can be told not only about human suffering but also 
about human nature.s The result, I argue, is a new kind of ethical subject. 

The physical body on this account first materializes within what was called, 
at least by the end of the fifth century, the "inquiry into nature," which was 
advanced by a loose group of thinkers who attempted to conceptualize the 
forces underlying the visible world as impersonal.s The question of how human 
beings participate in this nonhuman web of power is taken up with particular 
vigor by the classical medical writers. What the early physicians “saw,” as one 
medical writer succinctly declares, is that the things constituting the larger 
world “are inside a human being and they hurt him” (èv TE àavOpwnw éveóvta 
kai Avpatvóueva TOV &vOoormov).s This "inside" in Greek medicine is the 
physical body, where life processes take place and disease unfolds, often below 
the threshold of consciousness. Because this domain is largely hidden, most of 
what happens there can be detected only through symptoms, just as the unseen 


forces and stuffs in the inquiry into nature can be seen only "through the 
phenomena," as a famous dictum attributed to Anaxagoras states.; Symptoms 
thus work as springboards into an unseen world that has been adventurously 
reconceptualized. If Hesiod and other early poets plot the edges of a human 
being against an invisible realm of gods and daimones,s the medical writers 
encourage people to rethink that hidden realm in terms of powers like "the hot" 
and “the cold." At the same time, they extend this realm into the soma, thereby 
redrawing the boundaries of the human. 

In the second part of the book, I explore and defend the claim that the 
physical body plays a pivotal but unacknowledged role in ideas about the 
human in the fifth and early fourth centuries, as well as in the formation of a 
new kind of ethical subjectivity centered on practices of caring for the self. I 
explain the strength of its influence in terms of its dual identity. On the one 
hand, the physical body is a model of intelligibility: although its workings are 
hidden, a physician trained in the medical tekhne, “science” or “art,” may 
reconstruct them through reasoning. Doing so allows him both to intervene in 
disease and to manage health. On the other hand, that body is an untrustworthy 
and unfamiliar thing: it is prone to disorder, largely estranged from 
consciousness, and animated not by intentions but by impersonal, asocial 
powers. Its very strangeness, I argue, encourages ancient thinkers to take an 
increasing interest in the psukhe as the locus of the person.» The soma, however, 
is not simply a foil to the psukhe. In its guise as an intelligible physical object, it 
is also its analogue, thereby contributing to the creation of the psukhe as an 
object of both knowledge and care in early philosophical ethics. Through these 
affinities with the soma, the psukhe comes to be haunted by its daemonic 
energies, energies that also begin to infect tragic subjects in the latter part of 
the fifth century, particularly in the plays of Euripides.:o 

We continue to live with and in a body imagined as both an object of 
scientific knowledge and mastery and an unruly, threatening, inhuman thing. So 
entrenched is this body in modern Western culture that it is difficult to conceive 
of its absence. Yet it is precisely because medicine, biology, and the cognitive 
sciences increasingly inform so many of the stories we tell about ourselves that 
we must interrogate the body that these disciplines assume. In recent decades, 
path-breaking scholars have begun to piece together the history of the Western 
body. The body has also become increasingly visible in the practice of history 
itself, where it has come to serve as the primary locus for the imposition and 
expression of sociopolitical power: Michel Foucault, for example, famously 
describes the task of genealogy as the recovery of “a body totally imprinted by 
history"; cultural analysis informed by the theories of Pierre Bourdieu has 
probed how embodied practices embed us in social and cultural systems.11 Such 
work continues apace, even as its focus in some quarters has shifted away from 
the body's subjection to ideologies and institutions to lived experience. 12 

In ancient Greco-Roman studies, as in the humanities and the social sciences 
more generally, over the past few decades the body has been “a growth 
industry.”13 Yet, while we have compelling stories about how Christianity 
transforms classical concepts of the body, as well as ample evidence of the 
persistence of classical models, there is still little sense of how these concepts 


arise.14 In neglecting this inquiry, we have left a larger question unexplored— 
namely, how the very concept of “the body" arises. J. I. Porter wrote a decade 
ago: 


But what about the category of "the body" itself? When does it come into 
existence? The issue has been discussed, mainly in speculative philological 
and philosophical contexts, but so far the nexus of problems implicating the 
results of Foucault-inspired research in more traditional problems of identity, 
likewise organized around the body, has not been addressed. As a result, the 
category of the body is generally assumed, not gueried.15 


Foucault himself, despite—or perhaps because of—his long-standing fascination 
with the making of the modern Western body, treats classical antiquity as the 
"before" to the "afters” that interest him (e.g., asceticism, psychoanalysis, 
biopower).1s As a result, even his studies of ancient “techniques of the self" 
assume a body that is already given.17 This book, starting from the assumption 
that the physical body is not given, aims to shed light on its emergence in 
classical Greek culture. 

The idea that “the body" might not be given may seem strange. After all, the 
body would seem to have a good claim on always just being there. This, 
anyway, has long been the contention of those skeptical of Bruno Snell's striking 
claim that Homer does not have a concept of the unified, living body (soma, on 
the few occasions that it does appear, is reserved for corpses).1s Others, 
however, have thought that Snell is on to something important.:o When we 
speak of “the” body, we imply that there is something of us that is not body: the 
person, the soul, or the mind. That we are not simply our bodies is a point that 
Socrates makes in Alcibiades I, probably one of Plato's earliest works, when he 
gets Alcibiades to agree that, because the soma cannot use or rule itself, it must 
have a user and a ruler; Socrates calls this user and ruler psukhe and equates it 
with the person (130a1-c6). In the Homeric poems, though, we find no such 
duality. It is true that at the moment of death the hero splits into a corpse and a 
psukhe. Even then, however, the psukhe is merely a wraith that disappears to 
Hades, while the heroes themselves are said to remain on the battlefield.»o 
Soma, moreover, is not Homer's usual word for “corpse,” as we will see. People, 
then, do not seem to “have” bodies in the Homeric poems, or at least the bodies 
they have in later Greek texts. So what does it mean to “have” a body? 

This is not a question that interests Snell. Snell, in truth, cares little about 
bodies—his attention is focused on the soul. Once the Greeks discover this, or, 
rather, the distinction between body and soul, he speculates, they use soma to 
cover everything that is not psukhe.»: The integrated, living body thus falls back 
into just being there, as it has all along for Snell’s critics, and Snell’s dramatic 
gesture of withholding “the” body from the Greeks comes to a perfunctory end. 
While Snell's supporters have modified his claims over the years, they have 
concentrated on freeing Homeric disunity from the charge of primitivism and 
reframing it as “unity in multiplicity," leaving the fate of the body virtually 
untouched.22 Neither Snell nor those sympathetic to his arguments have given 
much thought to how (what Snell sees as) the integrated, living body appears 
under the sign of the soma in the late archaic and classical periods.23 


Snell’s controversial claims about the soma are at once insightful and 
limited. Their limits are due, first, to the fact that the lexical evidence, albeit 
sparse before the fifth century, suggests that the word soma had a wider 
semantic field than Snell allows. Limited, too, is the concept of the body that 
Snell declares missing in the Homeric poems, insofar as its absence denies a 
basic sense of self to the early Greeks.» By reopening the question of the body's 
historicity, we can move toward a more complex notion of what appears 
missing from Homer and other early Greek sources. Such an inquiry can, in 
turn, lead us to reconsider the role of the soma not only in Snell's story but also 
in other genealogies of dualism that privilege psukhe. Such narratives largely 
concur in the assumption that the body is something self-evident that must be 
transcended. In contrast, I reject the idea of a self-evident, ahistorical body in 
order to explore the specific ways in which soma is conceptualized in the 
classical period as a physical object that needs to be separated from the human 
and, more specifically, the ethical subject. By approaching the physical body 
not as something to be left behind but as an object of and an impetus to thought 
and imagination, we can begin to understand how it was generating ideas about 
the human in the fifth and fourth centuries. It is this conceptual productivity, 
together with its lasting consequences, that makes Snell's language of discovery 
insightful. 

There are, of course, problems with Snell's model of historical change. Snell 
uses the trope of discovery to ground what he sees as the spiritual truth of the 
Western intellectual tradition—its grasp of the mind—in the Greek world, 
thereby making the Greeks our true ancestors. The teleology of his story now 
meets with a healthy distrust; the self he sees discovered in antiquity has been 
revealed to be an anachronistic projection, one that no longer even has a 
purchase on spiritual truth.» And yet, despite harsh criticism on a number of 
fronts, Snell's presence is as strong as ever.»s The questions he raises about the 
Greek subject do not go away. For, insofar as “the Greek past," as Bernard 
Williams once wrote, “is specially the past of modernity," these questions force 
us to keep surveying the ground on which we encounter the Greeks and 
reassessing what is at stake in that encounter for a present often impatient with 
history.27 It is true that by asking the Greek past to tell us about ourselves we 
increase the risk of distorting it. But, when we insist too much on the Otherness 
of the Greeks, we run a similar risk of distortion. My aim here is to unsettle our 
sense of something so familiar that it has remained largely external to our 
critical apparatus, that is, the physical body. In so doing, I am neither defending 
that body as a found object, whether philosophical or scientific, nor casting it as 
the construction of culture. I prefer to see it, rather, as a uniquely powerful 
"conceptual object," a term I explain in greater detail below. By attending to the 
emergence of this object, we can perhaps recuperate some of the boldness of 
Snell’s approach: his commitment to substantial changes in how subjectivity 
was imagined in the classical Greek world and his belief in the cascading 
implications of those changes for subsequent centuries, right up to the present. 

I would like to stress again that what I am calling the physical body does not 
map onto the body that Snell thought was absent from the Homeric poems. The 
misalignment of these bodies is due in part to my interest in embedding the 


soma more deeply in a history of ideas and practices. More fundamentally, 
however, I depart from Snell in my understanding of what it takes to "see" the 
body that comes to be taken for granted in the West, and here is where the 
symptom becomes central to this book. I thus use the rest of the introduction to 
explain in more detail what I am doing with the symptom and what I mean 
when I say that the physical body emerges at a specific historical moment. I 
begin by orienting my approach to symptoms in relationship to scholarship in 
the field of ancient medicine and science. I then briefly sketch how my project 
intersects with recent work on "the body" in classical antiquity. Finally, I return 
to Snell's claims about the soma in order to set up a different framework for 
understanding the development of dualism by rethinking the problem of the 
soma in the Homeric poems. Elaborating how the problem posed by the 
Homeric soma becomes the problem not only of having a body but also of being 
an ethical subject is the task of the remaining chapters. 


SEEING THROUGH SYMPTOMS 


The language of discovery is not Snell's alone. Discovery was for many years— 
and, in some circles, continues to be—a core motif in histories of early Greek 
science and philosophy. These histories followed how the Greeks succeeded in 
recognizing the nature of the physical world, long obscured by superstition and 
myth. In a similar vein, historians of medicine celebrated the authors of early 
medical texts for offering naturalistic explanations of disease without enlisting 
gods or daimones.s Rudolph Siegel, for example, in his account of “the 
evolution of the diagnostic art," credits the classical Greek medical writers with 
the discovery of the symptom, that is, “a phenomenon constituting a departure 
from a normal bodily constitution or function.” Because such a definition 
depends on the Greeks’ knowledge of bodily constitutions and functions, it is 
not a stretch to place the physical body itself within the reality grasped through 
the “Greek miracle," whose history has been described by Karl Popper as “a 
splendid story ... almost too good to be true.”30 

In recent years, however, the Greek miracle has, indeed, come to seem too 
good to be true, as we have become less comfortable conflating the ideas and 
practices associated with ancient inquiries into the natural world with those of 
early modern science and the present day. Scholars have shifted their focus 
from the physical theories of the early Greek philosophers to epistemology, 
politics, and ethics; they have paid more attention to the social and historical 
conditions of early Greek philosophy. Historians of medicine have been 
engaged in what is arguably an even more sweeping intellectual renaissance. 
They have challenged the medical writers’ grasp of anatomy and physiology, 
stressing instead continuities with older models.s2 They have highlighted the 
"divine" elements in ancient medicine and reevaluated the medical writers' self- 
distancing from traditional healers as a rhetorical stratagem in an agonistic 
“medical marketplace.”33 Such research has persuasively shown that the medical 
writers, while lively polemicists, in many cases provided new justification for 
conventional wisdom. The constructed and "fantastic" nature of what the 
medical writers believe about the body is particularly evident in their ideas 


about the female body, which dovetail neatly with long-held cultural 
stereotypes about female inferiority and women’s childbearing function.» Even 
when these writers describe things that look familiar, such as the facies 
Hippocratica or “Hippocratic fingers," we are no longer confident that we see 
the same things as they did. Seeing in both cases is a highly motivated act that 
outstrips the phenomenon in the desire to grasp and manipulate an underlying 
reality. 

Changes in the field of ancient medicine, as well as in the study of ancient 
philosophy more generally, have struck a serious blow to the once-celebrated 
positivism and secularity of the Greek miracle. Historians have thus been led to 
reexamine the ancient thinkers methodologies for criteria to distinguish 
between a mythic worldview and one that, despite some modification, 
continues to be characterized as rational. Several factors have come to the fore: 
the use of proof, signs, and inferential reasoning in fifth-century authors; these 
authors' commitment to public argument and the criticism of opposing views; 
their concerns about epistemology and error, and their interest in 
systematization and explanation.s5 In this context, the medical writers have 
been deemed particularly relevant to the lively, cosmopolitan intellectual milieu 
of the classical Greek world—"too important to be left exclusively to the history 
of medicine.” One reason for their wider relevance lies in the use they make of 
symptoms. Indeed, the medical symptom has benefited considerably from the 
increased attention in recent years to methodological questions and sign 
reasoning, sometimes being pegged as an important precursor to the logico- 
inferential sign in Aristotelian semiotics.37 

There are, however, several limitations to a strictly semiotic approach to the 
symptom. Reviewing these limitations will allow me to situate my approach to 
the symptom in relationship to recent work on the medical writers. First, such 
an approach has entailed a narrow focus on cases where the language of 
witnessing and proof—for example, semeion/semeion, "sign"; marturion, 
“witness”; and tekmerion, *proof"—is explicit. Yet, in practice, such language is 
quite rare.ss In fact, the word sumptoma, "symptom," is not found in the extant 
fifth- and fourth-century medical texts, nor is there a word that "symptom" 
could be said to supersede when it does take on a medical cast in Hellenistic 
and imperial-age texts.» In most cases, the medical writers simply use 
demonstrative pronouns (TOdE, TÜdE, TOŪTO, TAUTA, TOUTWV TL) to refer to the 
bodily phenomena from which they build inferences. They are constantly 
creating inferences, turning the seen into knowledge about the unseen and 
using beliefs about the unseen to interpret the seen. But we miss out on much of 
this work if our criteria are lexical or if we limit ourselves to writers who are 
self-conscious about how they know what they know. Symptoms can serve as 
nodes of methodological reflection. Yet they also densely populate medicine's 
more mundane reaches. 

A semiotic approach is also restricted in that it encourages scholars to 
analyze how the medical writers make inferences at the cost of neglecting what 
it is exactly that symptoms allow them to see. That the medical writers take 
such an interest in inferential reasoning is surely worth noting. But symptoms, 
precisely because they are perceived as alien without revealing the source of 


their otherness, provoke all kinds of inferences about invisible causes.40 These 
inferences rely on both innate cognitive intuitions about causality and 
sociocultural and contextual frameworks of interpretation. In Peircean 
semiotics, they are classed as abductions.41 Whereas in deduction, for example, 
each claim follows necessarily from prior claims, abduction involves a 
conjecture about the relationship of a particular event to a general rule.42 Given 
that abduction involves an inferential leap, it is as possible for someone 
speculating about the hidden causes of disease to refer symptoms to unseen 
agents as it is for him or her to offer a naturalizing explanation.43 Indeed, as 
recent cognitive-based approaches to religion have emphasized, the inference of 
agency is a likely response for people to have to symptoms and similar 
phenomena.44 Moreover, as Elaine Scarry has argued, one of the experiences 
that appears especially likely to make the mind imagine unseen agents and 
symbols of agency is pain. Although we have only limited knowledge of 
magico-religious interpretations of symptoms in ancient Greece, the evidence 
that we do have exploits the explanatory force of gods, daimones, and heroes 
endowed with intentions, desires, emotions, and ideas about justice and purity 
—that is, social and ethical agents.« If we dismiss these agent-based 
explanations of symptoms as philosophically uninteresting (i.e; mere 
superstition) or turn them into sterile markers of Greek Otherness, we risk 
overlooking what gets lost when these explanations are challenged by new ways 
of imagining the unseen. Even more important, we fail to register the very 
strangeness of an unseen world understood in physical terms. Yet it may be 
because this world is not immediately intuitive in the cultural context of the 
mid- to late fifth century that the medical writers spend so much energy 
implicating it through inferential reasoning in the visible, tangible world. 

One of the major claims of this book, as I have indicated, is that by 
explaining disease in terms of the physical body, rather than daemonic agents, 
medical writers and physicians are facilitating that body's emergence as a 
conceptual object. If we are going to see this process, we need to denaturalize 
the idea of natural causality. To this end, it is worth recalling Michael Frede's 
account of how the concept of a cause as "something which in some sense does 
something or other so as to produce or bring about an effect" develops in the 
ancient world.+ Such a concept depends 


on the assumption that for everything to be explained there is something 
which plays with reference to it a role analogous to that which the person 
responsible plays with reference to what has gone wrong; i.e., the extension of 
the use of “aition” across the board is only intelligible on the assumption that 
with reference to everything there is something which by doing something or 
other is responsible for it.4s 


Much depends here on the weight of the “thing” in Frede's “something.” There 
are plenty of things in archaic poetry, both inside and outside the person, but 
they are deeply lodged in networks of intentionality, particularly when harm is 
involved. In medical writing, despite the remarkable variation in style, 
audience, and content we find under the rubric of the Hippocratic Corpus, 4 
explanations of symptoms turn primarily on a struggle between different things 


inside the physical body, stuffs like “the sweet" or bile or “the hot," each 
capable of acting and suffering in a specific and strictly impersonal way (e.g., 
moistening, heating).so These things, together with the things outside the 
physical body, assume responsibility for causing damage. Reading the medical 
writers with care, we observe natural causality being put to work again and 
again. 

It might not be so easy, however, for something to take over for someone. 
The difficulty is particularly acute when that someone is a god or a daimon, 
agents whose intentions are uncommonly efficacious. Because gods and 
daimones achieve what they want so easily, their weapons are not so much 
instruments of power as symbols of unfettered agency, which mark “daemonic 
advantage over the human: that power to hurt, that aggressiveness."s: What 
happens, then, when this power is vested in things? One possible answer is that 
it fragments. The result is that while disease continues to be objectified in 
medical writing—it is often closely associated with corrupted humors; it has a 
phusis—it is primarily understood as a process that is precipitated by external 
causes before taking hold within the physical body: what is passive in one 
encounter (e.g., tissue, bile) becomes, once damaged, part of the problem. The 
gods' *power to hurt" thus has to be built up through a series of events in which 
stuffs inside the physical body are systematically turned against life: daemonic 
agency breaks down into a series of mechanisms. This fragmentation, I suggest, 
frustrates the clean transfer of responsibility from the personal to the 
impersonal: cause is no longer synonymous with an intention but is distributed 
over a series of micro-events. Moreover, even if specific things are called aitioi, 
such as the brain in On the Sacred Disease, there is a sense that blame fails to 
stick to things whose antipathy toward the person at any moment is physical, 
rather than emotional and grounded in intersubjective relations. 

The idea that the physical body both assumes causal responsibility for 
symptoms and yet deflects blame gives rise to another of this book's major 
claims—namely, that the physical body becomes an ethical responsibility for 
the embodied person or, more accurately, for persons believed to be capable of 
exercising mastery over themselves. What this means is that the emergence of 
the physical body, far from negating the moral framework of disease, as is 
sometimes supposed, transforms the field of social and ethical relations in 
which the person is embedded and, indeed, the very identity of the person as a 
social, ethical agent. 

The importance of the person exposes one last limitation in strictly semiotic 
approaches to the symptom—namely, that these approaches have tended to 
downplay the fact that medical signs most often give access to the inside of a 
human being. By inside, I do not mean the place where a Homeric hero hides 
winged words, or even an anatomical cutaway. I am speaking, rather, of a space 
largely beyond what the physician can see and, crucially, below the threshold of 
consciousness, a space I refer to as the cavity.s2 The medical writers understand 
this as contained space, often designating it with the preposition “in” (èv) and 
putting weight on the related notions of surface, orifice, influx, efflux, 
concealment, and revelation. Even a cursory reading of the Hippocratic Corpus 
yields abundant evidence of these writers’ fascination with the cavity’s silent, 


automated workings. 

It is both the silence and the automation of the cavity that makes it so 
uncanny. First, the silence of the physical body is the heir to the dangerous 
silence of the diseases unleashed when Pandora opens her jar. The reason 
symptoms feel daemonic even when they erupt from within us is that we are 
largely unaware of what goes on inside the cavity, allowing trouble to develop 
without our knowledge. Symptoms are always belated. They appear only after 
"the healthy" has been mastered by "the diseased," as we are told by the author 
of On Regimen, who claims to have invented the “pre-symptoms” wielded by 
Plutarch some centuries later in his argument against Hesiod.s3 

Symptoms are daemonic, too, because they are messengers from a foreign 
world, a world automated by forces that we are unable to control simply by 
intending or exhorting or supplicating: not only are we incapable of moving our 
heart in the way we move our legs, but we cannot check our bile as an Iliadic 
warrior can check his thumos. We can hardly be persuaded, as Aristotle 
observes, not to get hot or feel hunger (EN 1113b26-30). And while we may 
know intuitively how to cool or feed ourselves—though the physicians will 
contest this—in other cases we are subjected to symptoms precisely because we 
fail to understand their causes. If we were one day put in charge of our livers, 
Lewis Thomas once noted, we would soon be dead.s4 We need experts to 
interpret our symptoms and to counter the forces that produce them. 

But however estranged we are from the cavity and all that it contains, we 
remain affected by it, bound by it, perhaps even created by it. Elizabeth Grosz 
writes: 


The body is a most peculiar “thing,” for it is never quite reducible to being 
merely a thing; nor does it ever quite manage to rise above the status of thing. 
Thus it is both a thing and a nonthing, an object, but an object which 
somehow contains or coexists with an interiority, an object able to take itself 
and others as subjects, a unique kind of object not reducible to other objects. 
Human bodies, indeed all animate bodies, stretch and extend the notion of 
physicality that dominates the physical sciences, for animate bodies are 
objects necessarily different from other objects; they are materialities that are 
uncontainable in physicalist terms alone. If bodies are objects or things, they 
are like no others, for they are the centers of perspective, insight, reflection, 
desire, agency.ss 


The physical body is, thus, no ordinary object of inquiry, no neutral producer of 
signs. Rather, it is a privileged site for the translation of the inquiry into nature 
into human terms. On this terrain, the shift of responsibility from agents to 
things matters deeply. It matters not only because health and life are at stake 
but also because the things in question at some level belong to a person. But 
what is the proper place of the person in naturalizing explanations of the 
symptom? Where does he meet the physical body? These questions loom large 
as we explore what symptoms mean for the subjects through whom they occur. 
Here, then, is the approach I adopt toward symptoms in naturalizing Greek 
medicine. I understand them, on the one hand, as a means of seeing that 
proceeds through inferential leaps from phenomena into an unseen world; and, 


on the other hand, as points of passage into an unseen world that has been 
reimagined and, more specifically, reimagined in relationship to the person. In 
other words, what is seen is as important as how it is seen; the how of seeing is 
crucial to understanding the nature of what is seen. 

So what is this unseen reality? In addition to macrocosmic webs of power, it 
encompasses tissues, bones, and sinews; the cavity; the things inside it; how and 
why they act and suffer; the overall nature of the physical body; and the 
concatenation of events that together represent the disease. I do not want to 
deny that Greek physicians, by thinking in these terms, are on to something 
fundamental about what I am happy to call the physical reality of disease. Yet I 
am not interested in defending a neopositivist position that naturalizing 
interpretations of the symptom are correct. I am advocating, rather, a third way 
between the old rationalizing histories and the more recent emphasis on the 
cultural provenance of corporeal signs. I argue that classical medical 
interpretations of symptoms allow physicians and their patients to “see” a 
cluster of things and ideas that constitute the physical body. 

How should we understand this seeing? Scholars have challenged and 
complicated the idea of discovering the body, but they have not thrown it out 
altogether.s6 Snell believed that the mind needed to be discovered because it 
was immaterial, beyond the boundaries of the terrestrial world. The physical 
body, we might say, is largely submerged in the hidden regions of that world. 
What these regions look like and what goes on there can be glimpsed only 
through clues and fragments—effluvia, glimpses of the innards through wounds 
or lesions, sensations that communicate trouble imprecisely. Hence, the physical 
body is primarily seen through what one Hippocratic author calls the *vision of 
the mind" ( tījg yvœunc OYig, Art. 11, Li 6.20 = 237,11-13 Jouanna).s7 So 
crucial is this idea of mental seeing to the learned Greek medical tradition that 
even when, in third-century bce Alexandria, physicians become better 
acquainted with the anatomical body through systematic human dissection, 
they often end up treating it as another surface concealing even smaller parts 
visible only to reason.ss The prominence of mental seeing in the learned medical 
tradition reminds us that the physical body is not a static, bounded object 
independent of a viewer and her (psychological, disciplinary, cultural) habits of 
seeing but, rather, a constellation of phenomena filtered through ideas about 
power, causality, and the unseen, phenomena that are often isolated in order to 
be investigated and manipulated. 

Given both the thingness of the physical body and the nature of its 
materialization, it is perhaps best understood as a kind of conceptual object, an 
"epistemic thing," to adopt a term introduced by the historian of science Hans- 
Jorg Rheinberger.ss We might see it as the prototype of a range of objects 
within the Western scientific tradition that flicker into perceptibility and are 
objectified against a horizon of expectations, then gain a foothold through 
textual transmission and  institutionalized practices of inquiry and 
experimentation.s We must, of course, be cautious about projecting later 
conditions of seeing into the past. Words like empirical or experimental are 
often of limited usefulness— experience" is a loaded term.s What interests me, 
in any event, is something very basic, something presupposed by scholarship on 


the later scientific tradition but downplayed in recent work on ancient 
medicine, with its focus on the divine and sociocultural context. It is simply 
this: the formation of a framework within which the soma is described, 
explained, and manipulated qua natural thing, composite and changeable, yet 
sustained by the powers of heating, cooling, growing, disintegrating, absorbing, 
excreting—powers organized in the service of life. Many aspects of this body 
have always been available to the senses. Yet sensory perception alone has not 
determined its conceptual unfolding. It is precisely because the physical body is 
as much an object of mental vision as it is of the senses that it is itself so 
conceptually fertile, capable of producing new narratives and transforming 
existing ones. 


THE PHYSICAL IMAGINATION 


If this book departs from previous studies of the medical symptom because of its 
focus on the physical body and the embodied subject, it is the symptom, with its 
relationship to an unseen interior that distinguishes it from recent work on 
"the" body in classical antiquity. Scholarship on the ancient Greek body has 
been strongly influenced by research on the ideologies of the classical Greek 
city-states, especially Athens, as well as by the escalation of interest in the body 
and sexuality across the disciplines.62 In his influential genealogy of the 
"democratic body," for example, David Halperin points to Solon's alleged 
elimination of debt bondage, as well as to cultural anxiety about passive 
homosexuality, in order to argue that the early Athenian polis used ideals of 
corporeal integrity and autarchy, rather than wealth or lineage, as the 
qualification for enfranchisement.cs Halperin's claim is part of an influential line 
of research that has focused attention on how political actors in the classical 
period are defined through the gendered body: Froma Zeitlin's work on the 
performance and transgression of gender in tragedy and comedy; Nicole 
Loraux's studies of how the Athenian imaginary depends on a vulnerable, 
feminized body; the research of Leslie Kurke, Victoria Wohl, and others on the 
ways in which ideals of corporeal integrity operate at the juncture of 
aristocratic and democratic ideology.64 Scholars have also reevaluated the rise 
of naturalism in Greek art in the fifth century, historically framed as a sweeping 
transformation of the representation of the human body, in terms of the “parent 
culture's politics of truth.”65 It is difficult to overstate the importance of this 
work, which, in demonstrating the ways in which concepts of the body respond 
to sociopolitical factors and cultural norms, has eroded the assumption that 
bodies are given. 

How does this work on the body relate to what I am calling the physical 
body? It may be useful here to reintroduce the category of the body. Doing so 
allows us to ask, Does “the democratic body" or the naturalistic body of early 
fifth-century sculpture or the gendered body describe the relationship that a 
citizen, or an idealized male subject, or a woman has to the soma? Or is it our 
own rather slippery term “body” that organizes these topics?66 If, indeed, soma 
is the organizing term, is it informed by ideas about what we might call 
physicality, ideas essential to our own concept of the body? If so, where do 


these ideas come from and what role do they play in fifth-century Greek 
culture? 

I raise these questions in part because the body has become broadly visible 
in both the humanities and the social sciences as a precondition of any self: it is 
now axiomatic that we must understand human beings as embodied subjects.67 
It is widely held that the body is engaged via a mental, albeit nonconscious, 
representation variably called a body schema or a body image. This schema, 
understood as an ahistorical, biological fact, allows our countless feelings and 
perceptions to be referred to a relatively unitary identity.cs At the same time, 
the identity sustained by the body image is molded by stimuli and prone to 
fragmentation. 

Because body images not only shape but are also shaped by experience, one 
way of historicizing the body is by exploring how culture, ideology, visual 
media, religion, and science inflect embodied identities in different times and 
cultures as they are both lived and performed. We can assume that body 
images responded to these various influences in ancient Greece as well.70 What 
we cannot assume, however, is that identity thus formed was understood 
primarily in terms of the soma. 

The body may also be approached as a historically specific conceptual object 
used within a culture to express the unity of a human being (as a conscious 
field, as a discrete form) against internal and external worlds in flux. It can be 
used, too, to describe the part of a human being seen as the foil to something 
called the soul, the mind, or the person. If the soma plays these roles in ancient 
Greece, it would seem to share conceptual ground with our own notion of 
“body” (without necessarily covering the same semantic field as “body” in 
contemporary scholarship). Do we find it used in these ways? 

In a word, yes. In the fifth and fourth centuries bce, I suggest, soma can act 
both as a unifying term and as a foil to the person. Its capacity to fulfill these 
roles, however, is largely determined by its development into a physical 
object.71 Consider, first, its relationship to the boundaries of a human being. In 
the archaic period, symptoms are commonly blamed on gods and daemonic 
agents capable of trespassing into the "felt" space of the self. If this felt space is 
contiguous with a daemonic world, we must conclude that it has boundaries 
that cannot be reduced to those of a "seen" three-dimensional object. I suggest, 
however, that, with the emergence of the physical body, the visible body 
acquires another dimension, namely a concealed inner space implicated in 
automatic physical processes. As a result, the skin, together with its orifices, 
becomes newly important as a barrier, attracting concerns about the opacity 
and the porosity of the self.72 The self, in turn, is allied more closely with the 
body qua object. 

Second, as the physical body becomes increasingly important to accounts of 
human nature, it puts pressure on notions of the mind or the soul, precisely 
because it is conceptualized and imagined in such impersonal, inhuman terms. It 
has been argued that some form of mind-body dualism is part of the human 
condition.7s What seems to distinguish the mind-body or soul-body problem in 
the West is "the sense of urgency regarding precise clarification of the points of 
separation or connection" between these two parts of a human being. 


Traditionally, scholars interested in exploring how this problem takes shape in 
classical Greece have focused on changing ideas about the psukhe. I argue that 
we may better understand the defining urgency of Western dualism by 
exploring how soma comes to be conceptualized in physical terms, thereby 
creating the need for an account of mind or soul in terms compatible with 
human experience and agency. 

I do not wish to deny that there are areas of overlap between the semantic 
field of soma, which I discuss below, and our notion of body that fall outside the 
domain of the physical body. Nevertheless, I suggest that as a conceptual object, 
the soma is most coherent and most recognizable to us once it is endowed with 
a phusis. By refusing to take the "category" of the physical body for granted, we 
can begin to see in its emergence the potential for conceptual and cultural 
disruption. 

It is worth asking anew, then, what seeing the hidden dimensions of reality 
in physical terms means for the concept of the sdma.7s In focusing on this 
question, I depart from those approaches that inquire into the ideological or 
social pressures that shape the concept of the physical body; I do not try to 
reconstruct the historical context of the inquiry into nature itself.76 The story I 
tell here goes in the other direction: from the question of how the physical body 
emerges within speculative and pragmatic inquiries into its nature to the impact 
of that body on ideas of the person in a broader cultural context. It is a story 
that not only explores the ways in which physicality was conceptualized, 
imagined, and investigated but also recognizes these processes as generative in 
their own right and, thus, capable of contributing to classical Greek notions of 
human nature. 

One of the basic assumptions of the approach I adopt is that the inquiry into 
nature shares with other traditions of knowledge and praxis (e.g. the 
production of Attic tragedy, sculpture, the exegesis of oracles) a kind of internal 
momentum through which it acquires its own complex density.77 G.E.R. Lloyd 
has written, “If the concepts of ‘nature’ and of ‘causation’ develop from certain 
implicit assumptions, those ideas had, again, to be made explicit and 
generalised. These conceptual moves sound simple: but they could not be made 
without allowing fundamental aspects of traditional beliefs to come under 
threat.”7s Not only traditional beliefs undergo change. Lloyd suggests that as 
concepts of “nature” and “causation” are made explicit and generalized as 
objects of inquiry and debate, they themselves begin to behave in different 
ways. By encroaching on the domain previously ceded to social agents, they 
encourage the conceptualization of new mechanisms of power to fill the space 
once occupied by the god's weapons or his intentions. Thus, while the inquiry 
into nature is undoubtedly not independent of a given historical and cultural 
milieu, neither that milieu nor, for that matter, an “enlightened” grasp of the 
physical world can account for its particular conceptual momentum. This 
momentum can, in turn, have an impact on other assumptions. For, as much as 
every genre or inquiry has its own internal momentum, there is also interaction 
between mutually implicated spheres. That is, concepts developed in one 
domain may gain sufficient traction in another to spark divergent inquiries or 
hybridize popular ways of thinking.» 


The physical body, I suggest, is such a concept.so It first takes shape as part 
of a process through which sixth- and fifth-century physicists are rethinking the 
unseen world and the relationships of power behind phenomenal states and 
events. Indeed, fragments and testimonia indicate that many of these thinkers 
engaged questions of biology and physiology, presumably within a macrocosm- 
microcosm framework like the one found in Plato's Timaeus. Aristotle observes 
that the best physicists ended their studies with an examination of medical 
principles.s But the very fact that Aristotle classifies these principles as medical 
suggests that, at least by the fourth century, medicine had acquired a special 
purchase on the question of where the inquiry into nature intersects the human. 
It is possible, then, to see the physical body as a concept first developed as part 
of a larger inquiry into nature and elaborated under the rubric of medicine. 

From where we stand, there are at least two reasons to privilege medicine in 
an account of the physical body's emergence. The first is practical. Regrettably, 
only fragments remain from those who wrote on nature, and much of this 
evidence has been compromised by its transmission.s2 Medical writing, on the 
other hand, represents one of the largest corpora from the classical period, with 
some sixty texts from the fifth and fourth centuries bce attributed to 
“Hippocrates” extant, although it is certain that these texts are from multiple 
authors, none of whom can be reliably identified as the historical Hippocrates. ss 
The sheer volume of evidence offered by the corpus makes it an obvious 
resource for anyone trying to investigate early Greek ideas about the nature of 
the soma. 

But it is not simply by default of textual survival that medical writing is so 
important to understanding the physical body. Evidence from the late fifth 
century confirms what Aristotle implies about medicine's special claim to the 
body—namely, that physicians were establishing a degree of independence vis- 
à-vis those studying “the things up above and the things below the earth" and, 
at least in one case, establishing that independence on the grounds that only 
through medicine can one investigate “what a human being is” (ő tı éotiv 
AvBgvwrtoc).s4 Medical treatises circulated widely; public debates on medical 
topics were common.ss Crucial to both the autonomy and the authority of 
medicine was its status as a tekhne, that is, a corpus of knowledge that enables 
our active intervention in the world to make it more amenable to our needs and 
desires, achieves predictable outcomes, explains why those outcomes occur or 
fail to occur, and may be communicated to others.ss When we acknowledge that 
physicians play an important role in the emergence of the physical body, we are 
also acknowledging that the contours of this body are in part determined by its 
position as an object of technical knowledge and manipulation. 

Physicians secure their authority over the nature of the soma in part by 
claiming to understand the causes of its sufferings. They are also fascinated, 
however, by the space in the relationship of causes to effects that is open to 
disruption and intercalation, what the early twentieth-century thinker Eugéne 
Dupréel referred to as the interval.s7 We can understand this interval in two 
ways. On the one hand, the physician himself occupies the interval when he 
intervenes in the processes of disease and health. These processes are imagined 
to be internal to the nature of the soma; the tekhne enables the physician to 


manipulate them intentionally. The key term here is "intentionally," which 
signals the presence of an agent whose intelligence is in some sense 
discontinuous with both the soma's vital forces and the death drive of the 
disease. When the physician intervenes in the physical body, then, he is 
recuperating a place for agency within the cavity. In fact, in the classical period, 
the physician seems to represent a kind of idealized intelligent agency.ss Such 
agency is then extended to the embodied patient through the practices of self- 
care (epimeleia) that flourish in the fifth and fourth centuries. 

On the other hand, however, if physicians build the tekhne on the idea that 
there is something to master, they also recognize that their quarry may at any 
moment slip away. Physicians face a number of obstacles in their attempts to 
bind effects to causes: the opacity of the soma, the infinite variability of bodily 
constitutions, the fluid dynamics of the humors, and so on. Each body contains 
factors (existing levels of a humor, a patient's constitution) that help or hinder 
the disease. Interposed between catalyst and symptom, physical bodies are 
spaces of multiple possibilities that exceed what medicine can map. The soma is, 
then, not simply an object of rational control but also something that evades 
control. 

The soma thus contributes to a concept of vulnerability that is different from 
that limned in Hesiod's Works and Days. It is not because of the god's anger or 
malicious daimones that we suffer—the world, it turns out, is rather indifferent 
to us. Our susceptibility to pain is due, rather, to the potentially harmful things 
unstably configured inside us; it is compounded by the fact we cannot see what 
is happening to us and, hence, avert disaster. While the tekhne can manage 
these problems, it can also fail; and in failing, it challenges not only the 
physician's authority but also the capacity of embodied subjects to control their 
own physicality. In sum, the physical body materializes in medicine as an object 
of epistemic and technical control and yet is unstable, inhuman, daemonic. It 
may be because the narratives taking shape around the soma in medical writing 
are so rich that it acquires such a powerful capacity for cultural provocation. s9 

The notion of cultural provocation raises the question of the impact of the 
physical body outside medicine. Earlier, I asked whether contemporary scholars 
are talking about soma when they talk about the body in the ancient world; and 
if so, to what extent is soma defined in physical terms. What I provisionally 
propose in response is this: to the extent the person in the classical polis is 
defined as an ethical subject through his proprietary relationship to his soma, as 
Halperin and others have argued, this relationship is transformed by concerns 
about physicality in the latter part of the fifth century.oo Consider, for example, 
the second book of Thucydides’ Histories: the autarchic soma (tò oœua 
avtaoKec, 2.41), here with the sense primarily of person, features prominently 
in Pericles' praise of the Athenian citizen, only to resurface ten chapters later in 
the account of the plague as an ideal that fails to be upheld by doctors: “No 
soma, strong or weak, showed itself autarchic in the face of the disease, which 
seized all alike, even those treated with every kind of regimen" (oœp& te 
AÜTAQKES OV OVSEV SLEPAVT TOS ALTO LOXVOG nég T] &cOeve(ac, AAA TAVTA 
£vvrjoer xai TA néon diaitn Ogoartevóueva, 2.51). Thucydides here stages 
the collapse of the autarchic soma from inside a worldview that has imbued 


concepts of the person with physicality. For, in pointing to the limits of 
medicine's power in the face of the plague, he is also acknowledging it, together 
with the body assumed by medicine.» In this context, Thucydides is interested 
in Athenian citizens, for whom the plague poses a specific and unexpected 
threat, realized through the physical body, to the ideal of autarchy. If we 
expand our focus, we find that the threat to autarchy could be attributed to the 
very nature of the soma: by the late fifth century, the identities of those 
excluded from full personhood—women, slaves, barbarians—are being 
increasingly understood in terms of the difficulty or impossibility of mastering 
the daemonic tendencies in their bodies, while the identities of free men grow 
more dependent on their capacity for keeping the body under control. In order 
to understand the concerns about self-mastery that have been brought to light 
by much recent work in classics on the ancient Greek body, we need a better 
grasp of how these concerns are influenced by a concept of the physical body. 

The body that slips away finds a natural home on the tragic stage. 
Tragedians necessarily rely on symptoms to realize pain and madness in 
dramatic space. Over the course of the fifth century, however, they expand the 
referential field of these symptoms to encompass not only a magico-religious 
worldview but the world of the physicians as well This expansion is 
particularly evident in Euripides, who, I argue, turns symptoms in tragedies like 
the Heracles, the Orestes, and the Hippolytus into charged sites of 
overdetermination that attract explanations involving both daemonic agents 
and daemonic innards and natures. This is not to say that in Euripides “the gods 
have become diseases.” Rather, through stories of disease and madness, 
Euripides engages the implications of incorporating the daemonic into human 
nature alongside the implications of blaming our suffering on the gods. In doing 
so, he makes full use of the breadth of poetic imagination, its capacity to blur 
and entangle different versions of the real, and, most important, tragedy's drive 
to pursue the meaning of suffering in all its chaotic complexity. 

The physical body assumes what is arguably its most tragic role not onstage 
but in an author whose suspicion of tragedy is widely known: Plato. In the 
Timaeus, usually placed among Plato's latest dialogues, the soma is described as 
a composite thing, “always gaining or losing something," exposed to strong 
powers that "dissolve it ... and make it waste away by bringing on diseases and 
old age," and necessarily subject to strong motions (perception, love, fear, 
anger), motions that must be mastered if our lives are to have value (33a2-6, 
42a3-b2). Although it is a necessary condition of human life, the soma is 
described by Plato as alien to our true nature, akin, rather, to what is feminine 
and bestial.o4 Its strangeness makes it an important resource as he tries to 
explain why humans fail to flourish, even as his commitment to the Socratic 
idea that we err through ignorance of the good leads him to develop an 
increasingly complex model of the psukhe and its diseases.os 

Understood in terms of its threatening physicality, the body can seem 
remarkably familiar. It is not hard to see why. Plato, after all, is often placed at 
the origin of the body-soul problem and its close cousin, the mind-body 
problem, both problems we are still living with.»s Yet it may be just because the 
Platonic body has had such a lasting impact on the Western philosophical and 


religious traditions that it has influenced the way we see the pre-Platonic world. 
Recall how easily the body falls into place in Snell's account of the discovery of 
the mind. Its anticlimactic arrival can be understood in part by the fact that 
there has always been a body waiting in the wings, not the body (timeless, real) 
but something like the body in Plato, or at least the body traditionally called 
Platonic. That is, if the body developed and transmitted by Plato's dialogues 
remains internal to our understanding of the body, it may have obscured its 
own historical emergence.o7 

It is Plato himself who models how to forget about the physical body. In the 
Philebus, another late dialogue, Socrates asks whether everything having to do 
with the soma could ever just stop happening: no hunger and thirst, no pleasure 
and pain, no change at all (4249-10). Protarchus, his interlocutor, can hardly 
imagine such a scenario, convinced as he is by the physicists that embodied life 
is nothing but flux. So Socrates finds another way out: everything in us might 
always be going *up and down," but this endless becoming will escape our 
notice if its peaks and valleys are leveled. It is possible, in other words, to 
cultivate a kind of lethe, “amnesia,” about the soma.ss But the very idea that the 
soma could be forgotten in this way should flag our attention. For, by assuming 
that the body can be kept to a murmur largely submerged below the threshold 
of consciousness, Plato shows himself to be already embedded in the 
conceptual-imaginative framework that I have been sketching. But because this 
framework has remained largely below the threshold of our own historical 
consciousness, what is needed is a process of a-letheia, understood in the sense 
of non-forgetting, where it is not the "real" body brought to light but, rather, 
the physical body qua conceptual object.» The following chapters aim to 
contribute to this process. But before turning to them, I would like to circle 
back to Snell's account of the discovery of dualism to sketch an alternative 
framework for thinking about the respective roles of soma and psukhe in this 
“discovery” and, specifically, the prehistory of soma. 


RETHINKING SOMA AND PSUKHĒ 


In The Discovery of the Mind, the soma that appears when the mind is discovered 
is peripheral and inert. Snell is not the only scholar to have accorded the soma 
so little importance, nor is his indifference a thing of the past.100 Even for those 
who do not accept Snell’s evolutionary tale, it has long been standard practice 
to give the development of the psukhe credit for the birth of philosophy's subject 
of reason or the flowering of the individual in the West. These genealogies have 
treated the soma as virtually invisible. Nevertheless, as in Snell, they take a 
concept of the body for granted, insofar as they assume that a transformative 
notion of soul requires a robust concept of dualism. 

The significance of dualism to changing concepts of the soul can be 
explained in part by recalling that, already in Homer, the psukhe is essentially 
born of a split: it flies away at the moment of death, leaving the corpse behind. 
But it is also true that scholarship on the archaic period is often shadowed by 
what lies ahead. A sense of teleology (material to immaterial, concrete to 
abstract) is particularly strong in narratives of the discovery of the soul, which, 


in anticipating the moment when the body-soul divide becomes “self-evident,” 
approach the body as something to transcend.1 In his first chapter, for 
example, Snell sets out to show that Homer “was not yet capable of 
understanding the soul as basically opposed to the body.”102 Homer, on Snell's 
reading, is hampered in two ways. Because he lacks awareness of the body and 
the soul as natural complements, he gives us heroes who are nothing but 
fragmented aggregates; however, if the definition of the soul requires us to 
recognize not-body, then “body” must be logically prior to soul: it is all there is 
before soul. Here, body describes not an organic unity but, rather, the 
corporeality that constrains Homer's understanding of the person. Bereft of a 
soul concept, Homer represents thought, emotion, and perception as continuous 
with other human faculties and experiences. Some scholars have taken this to 
mean that Homer's heroes are more, rather than less, unified.:os For Snell, 
however, unity arises only when corporeality has been disciplined by being 
restricted to the body. The discovery of the mind thus imposes both an 
overarching unity on the aggregate of parts and a limit to the materiality of the 
self. 

Snell’s stance reflects a broader interest among historians in a soul defined 
against the material limits of the person. At least since Erwin Rohde published 
Psyche: Seelencult und Unsterblichkeitsglaube der Griechen in 1894, stories of how 
the pale Homeric soul is transformed from Totengeist to true self have 
foregrounded the transcendental aspirations of Orphism and Pythagoreanism. 104 
Different scholars have stressed different factors associated with the mystery 
cults: a developed idea of personal survival after death, a heightened sense of 
moral accountability in the afterlife, an interest in purifying practices in life, 
and exposure to shamanistic techniques of mental dissociation.: Yet they 
largely concur that these cults privilege an ethereal soul and its life beyond 
death over embodied life. In what Rohde takes as a watershed passage in the 
history of the soul, Pindar describes the soma as subject to overpowering death, 
while a "living eidolon of life remains, for it alone is from the gods." During life, 
Pindar goes on, this eidolon, “image,” slumbers while the limbs are active and 
reveals the future during sleep (fr. 131b S-M). Moreover, many fifth-century 
thinkers associated with the inquiry into nature seem to have conceived of mind 
as uniquely fine and mobile stuff, qualities that imbue it with the capacity for 
intelligence and perhaps survival beyond death.:»s Empedocles, for example, 
makes reference to a holy phren, *mind," that survives multiple incarnations 
(DK31 B134).107 Beliefs in the special nature of mind, such as we find in the 
fragments of Anaxagoras, have suggested to some that it might stand apart from 
the physical self—perhaps even in life—as easily as the psukhe distances itself 
from the corpse in the Homeric poems. 

What is interesting, however, is that psukhē is not the standard term in these 
contexts: Pindar speaks of eidolon; Empedocles, of phren and also daimon; 
Anaxagoras, of nous. Psukhe does appear in relationship to metempsychosis, as 
well as in the fragments of Heraclitus, who uses it to designate that with which 
we grasp the logos of the entire physical world.ios Nevertheless, we have very 
little evidence about the appearance of a new transcendental soul or mind 
concept in the late archaic period and even less evidence that it was identified 


with psukhé.100 The standard story, then, according to which intuitions of the 
immateriality of the soul drive new concepts of the self, while the body is 
simply there, solid and passive, is largely speculative. This is not intended as an 
argument from silence: Plato’s eschatological views, for example, undoubtedly 
owe much to the Orphic-Pythagorean tradition.::o My claim, rather, is that the 
lacunose nature of our evidence has combined with preconceived ideas of 
corporeality and incorporeality—sometimes allied with the Cartesian opposition 
between res extensa and res cogitans, sometimes with Christian doctrines of 
resurrection and the intellectual puzzles to which they gave rise—to create a 
situation where the body-soul dualism that becomes dominant in the West, a 
dualism organized by concerns about materiality, is mysteriously discovered 
when history is not looking. This situation has kept us from investigating 
whether this dualism and the definitions of soma and psukhé that it makes 
possible are part of a complex historical process for which we have more 
evidence than we think. If we allow that the concept of the soma has a history, 
we can see how the soma itself helps to shape different ideas of what lies 
“beyond” its boundaries in the fifth and fourth centuries, and particularly the 
idea of a psukhé seen as the locus of reason, perceiving and sensing, emotion, 
desire, beliefs, value judgments, and intentional actions—in short, a psukhe 
understood as the locus of ethical subjectivity defined by the imperative to live 
well. 

But how much history do we want to grant the soma? After all, given the 
state of the evidence, it is hazardous to make claims about the meaning of soma 
before the fifth century. Nevertheless, it is worth revisiting the debate about 
early concepts of the soma if only to draw attention to an unexamined tension 
within its arguments that can shed light on later concepts of the soma. Snell, we 
can recall, claims that, for Homer, soma means corpse. His critics have 
countered that the idea of soma as a (living) body "plain and simple ... as bulk" 
or “as a lump" is, indeed, available to Homer; the poet, or, rather, the tradition, 
simply has no use for it.111 They have asked how, if soma does mean corpse in 
Homer, it could have migrated so easily into the sphere of life.112 This last 
question is a good one. Yet it is hard to see how we get around the problem 
posed by soma's undeniably morbid connotations in the Iliad and the Odyssey by 
making "living body" a possible meaning of soma for Homer. Rather, we will 
have only displaced the problem: soma becomes a point of tension between life 
and death in our earliest evidence. In fact, on inspection, this seems to be the 
case. 

Let us begin with the passages where Snell's critics have argued that soma 
could mean living body. In one of these passages, from the Odyssey, Circe, 
explaining to Odysseus the treacherous passage past the Planktai, describes the 
sea as thick with the wreckage of ships and the somata of mortals. These somata 
might be alive. Yet, in aligning them with the planks of broken ships, the poet 
does little to suggest intact survivors.113 We can better grasp the word’s meaning 
by considering its two other appearances in the poem. In one case, soma refers 
to the body of Elpenor, who, unbeknownst to his companions, falls off a roof to 
his death on Circe's island (11.53); in another, it refers to the suitors' unburied, 
unmourned corpses (24.187). These passages suggest that soma is used of dead 


bodies that have been abandoned, forgotten, or are otherwise akedea, *uncared 
for." It looks like a fitting term, then, for corpses lost at sea.114 

In a second passage whose meaning has been deemed ambiguous, this time 
from the Iliad, Menelaus comes upon Paris and rejoices like a lion happening 
upon a great soma, a stag or a wild goat.115 


tòv O wg otv £vórjoev àgnibuos MevéAaoc 
ÉQXOHEVOV TEOTTAQOLBEV óuíAov LAKEd BIBAVTA, 
dog TE A€wv ĒXĀOT) HEYGAW ETL OMUATL KUETAC, 
EvVEWV T] ÉAa pov KEQAOV T) &yorov atya 
metvácov:u&Aa yáo Te xarceo0í(er el TEC AV AVTOV 
OEUWVTAL TAXÉEG TE KUVES OaAegoi T aiCnot 

Og e&x&or| MevéAaoc AAé&avógov Beoeloča 
0pBaApotorv dav. 


(Il. 3.21-28) 


Now as soon as Menelaus the warlike caught sight of him 

making his way with long strides out in front of the army, 

he was glad, like a lion who comes on a mighty carcass, 

in his hunger chancing upon the soma of a horned stag 

or wild goat; who eats it eagerly, although against him 

are hastening the hounds in their speed and the stalwart young men: 
thus Menelaus was happy finding godlike Alexandros 

there in front of his eyes. 


Snell’s critics, wondering why Paris would be likened to dead meat, have 
argued that the soma here is still living. Yet the simile is primarily targeting 
affinities between Menelaus and the lion: bloodlust and unexpected good 
fortune in the hunt.116 Although we cannot rule out the possibility that the 
felled stag or goat is still breathing, the most salient characteristic of soma is 
that it is edible. 

Edibility, like the idea of being *uncared for," may be more than incidentally 
important to the meaning of soma in the Homeric poems. For the word does not 
simply denote “corpse,” for which Homer overwhelmingly prefers nekus and 
nekros. Nor does soma, which occurs only eight times in both epics combined, 
function as the natural complement of psukhē.117 Soma cues, rather, a world 
markedly indifferent to the human and defined, especially in the Iliad, by 
animality (soma, but not nekus or nekros, is used of animals, as we have just 
seen). Soma is thus a charged term. Its force is perhaps most evident in one of 
the Iliad’s culminating scenes when Hector, mortally wounded, supplicates 
Achilles not to feed him to the dogs but to return his soma to his parents 
(22.338-43). This request is remarkably foreshadowed in book 7. Proposing a 
duel to settle the war, Hector sets the following terms: if he should die, his 
opponent has the right to strip his armor, but he must return the soma to the 
Trojans for a proper burial (7.76-80). Hector's words may have been 
deliberately jarring to the audience: this is the only time in the Iliad—with the 
notable exception of 22.342—that soma is used of a dead human body. In any 


event, when Hector repeats the request in book 22, Achilles' shocking refusal 
brings out the word’s dark undertones: “I wish only that my spirit and fury 
would drive me to hack your meat away and eat it raw for the things that you 
have done to me” (ai yáo nws avtov ue pévoc xai Ovpóc avein / ou 
ĀTOTALVOLIEVOV KOČA čðueva, oia u’ Éogyac, 22.346-47). 

Flesh denied burial is the raw nerve of the Iliad's final books.::s In exploring 
the idea of a death beyond a death—a death, that is, that comes from denying 
the hero the posthumous rites that memorialize his death and confer social 
recognition on it—the poet appears to accord soma particular weight. Whereas 
the psukhe or the eidolon preserves the visible identity of the person (but lacks 
solidity and density), soma occupies the point when form is yielding to 
formlessness. It is closely related to the idea of flesh that passes into an animal 
economy (dogs, worms, birds, fish), an economy vividly described by Jean- 
Pierre Vernant: 


To hand someone over to wild animals does not mean only to deprive him of 
the status of a dead man by preventing his funeral. It is also to dissolve him 
into confusion and return him to chaos, utter nonhumanity. In the belly of the 
beasts that have devoured him, he becomes the flesh and blood of wild 
animals, and there is no longer the slightest appearance or trace of humanity: 
he is no longer in any way a person.119 


The *utter nonhumanity" awaiting the corpse denied care is the fate of the 
soma. 

Both the corpse and the animal remain relevant to the semantic field of soma 
in the later archaic and classical periods.120 Yet this field appears messier as we 
accumulate evidence. The word soma seems to lose its fraught relationship to 
the ritual recuperation of the dead person, readily designating what is covered 
by earth or burned on the pyre.:»: It is used in poetry and inscriptions as a foil 
to more ethereal and intangible entities: psukhe, but also pneuma, "air, breath"; 
arete, “virtue”; and noos, “mind.”122 

There is, moreover, another, more serious challenge to the semantic 
boundaries of soma that have been inferred from the Homeric evidence, a 
challenge that undercuts the diachronic orientation of Snell's account. 
Regardless of whether Homer can use soma to designate the living body, Hesiod 
uses it in just this sense in the Works and Days, dated to the late eighth century 
bce. He exhorts his audience to put on a cloak in the winter so that the hairs all 
over the soma will not bristle, an exhortation found in a broadly “animalistic” 
context—Hesiod is talking about how various species withstand the winter cold 
—but one where animals are unambiguously alive.i2; In 1974, when the 
Cologne Epode, attributed to the seventh-century bce poet Archilochus, was 
published, it offered further archaic evidence of soma as living body (in this 
case as an object of the narrator's sexual predation).:»4 Later material expands 
our sense of the living soma. Soma offers a surface for paint, oil, and perfume.125 
It drips with sweat.126 It is endowed with strength and courage, gifts that flee in 
old age.127 It can be embraced or struck. 12s 

In these examples, soma feels like a more ordinary word than it does in 
Homer. And the references to the living soma in Hesiod and Archilochus should 


make us uneasy about creating a history of the word's semantic field on the 
basis of the Homeric poems alone. What these poems give us, however, is the 
sense of coiled possibility inside the word soma. They embed the soma in a web 
of concerns—about formlessness and disintegration, vulnerability and our need 
for care, animality and interincorporation, and the “mute earth" (kwpr) yata, Il. 
24.54) that swallows up the human—that may be more or less urgently 
expressed in other texts. In the classical sources, for example, soma is often 
bound to the idea of life at risk. The threat may be external. But it may also 
arise from the nature of the soma itself. In fact, I suggest that in the classical 
period, the physical body that emerges in biological and medical contexts 
realizes the semantic possibilities inherent in the Homeric usage while 
transferring the scene of their realization from the corpse to the living body. 

From this perspective, we can imagine the world to which the Homeric soma 
is condemned as a kind of precursor to the worlds described by the physicists, 
worlds populated by composite bodies caught up in intercorporeal flux. If, as I 
argue, the physical body emerges as the primary site through which human 
beings are necessarily implicated in such a world, then we can see that body as 
the site where the tension in Homer between the integrity of the person and the 
collapse into formlessness at death comes to be managed in life. Of course, in 
Homer, too, the living person is porous, caught in a field of forces trafficked 
between the mortal and immortal worlds; the self is forged in part through 
encounters with these forces, which are often expressed as daemonic intentions. 
It is therefore possible to understand the heirs to these intentions as the various 
stuffs and forces that impinge upon the physical body in medicine. Yet this is 
not the whole story. For, with the arrival of the physical body, the nonhuman 
abyss represented by the unburied corpse in Homer encroaches upon the living, 
not simply as a foreign element, but as the hollow, hidden core of the person. 
That is, the cavity becomes the ground of the physical body's ongoing struggle 
to maintain life against the constant threat of disorder, loss of self, and death, a 
threat posed not just by things coming into the cavity but by the things always 
inside it. Whereas the dead soma in epic requires a single act of care to rescue it 
from disintegration, the physical body will demand constant attention in order 
to maintain its integrity. So great is its demand for care that it eventually comes 
to rival concerns about the wishes and the intentions of the gods. 

If the physical body takes on elements of what Vernant calls “utter 
nonhumanity," it is not only the boundary between that body and the world 
that matters but also the boundary between the cavity and the sentient, 
thinking, social person. The medical writers routinely acknowledge this 
boundary in distinguishing between the soma and ho anthropos, the “person” or 
"the human being." Yet, in their attempts to explain not only seizures and 
coughs but also cognition, emotion, and character in terms of the humors, they 
often treat that boundary as negligible. Perhaps because of the physicians’ 
relative indifference to this boundary, thinkers outside medicine in the later 
fifth century begin to imagine an object of care that is both like and unlike the 
physical body. Some of them begin to call this part of a human being, 
responsive to words and images and subject to its own diseases, psukhe. Around 
this object a new kind of care begins to unfold in the late fifth century, 


catalyzed by a medical analogy that becomes integral to philosophical ethics in 
antiquity. 

The medical analogy in one sense reverses the conventional arc of dualist 
genealogy by granting creative force to the physical body. The importance of 
that body has been stressed by David Claus who, having tracked the idea of the 
psukhe as “life-force” from Homer to Plato, concludes that the eventual 
understanding of the psukhe as an ethical-psychological agent may be indebted 
to “the development of an oblique analogy between body and soul by which 
rationalistic ideas of the body and its «oic are transferred to the soul.”12 Yet 
because Claus remains focused on the soul, rather than the body, he does not 
elaborate this suggestion. As a result, the idea of the physical body as a 
generative concept vis-à-vis the soul remains a tantalizing hypothesis. 

But analogy does not simply reverse the traditional story in which soul 
generates body. It also troubles the very notion of linear development by 
foregrounding the dynamic interaction of sameness and difference, rather than 
simple opposition, in the relationship between body and soul. Inquiries into the 
nature of the soul, undertaken in part to establish its difference from the body, 
end up restaging concerns about the fragility of the human in a physical world, 
thereby creating a renewed commitment to techniques of taking care. At the 
same time, such techniques help to delineate the body as a specific object of 
care. Even, then, as the emergence of the physical body encourages attempts to 
orient true human nature, that is, our social and ethical nature, around the soul, 
that body haunts us from within as a part of us that is both alien to the self and 
intimately implicated in it. I am thus interested both in how the physical body 
informs concepts of the soul (similarity) and in how it acts as a limit against 
which the human is formed (difference). Pursuing this approach, I hope, can 
shed new light on the knot of problems that first forms around the relationship 
between the body and the soul in the late fifth century. 


TELLING STORIES 


I begin this study by going back to the Homeric epics in an effort to deepen our 
sense of what is different about the physical body and the ethical subjectivity, 
centered on practices of care, to which it gives rise. However wary scholars 
have become about using labels like *secular" and "rational" to describe Greek 
medicine in the fifth and fourth centuries, a shift from personal, daemonic 
explanations to naturalizing explanations remains basic to our understanding of 
learned medicine in this period and the medical tradition that unfolds from it. It 
is precisely because this shift remains so basic and, hence, unquestioned that I 
take the time to explore how daemonic explanations of the symptom work and 
the model of the person they assume. In so doing, I emphasize how important 
felt experience is to constituting the boundaries of a person in early Greek 
poetry. I am interested here in laying the groundwork for my argument that it is 
by acquiring an "objective" plane below the threshold of sensing that the 
physical body assumes much of the daemonic force behind the symptom. In the 
first chapter, I also focus on how the practice of referring symptoms to a divine- 
daemonic plane embeds them in a world populated by social agents and, thus, a 


web of emotions, moral expectations, and desires. I do not wish to set up an 
opposition between the whims of "personal" gods and naturalizing explanation. 
Rather, in following the emergence of the physical body, I want to think not 
only about what is gained for concepts of harm, healing, and the self but also 
about what gets lost—namely, an intuitively intelligible social framework for 
understanding suffering.130 By taking seriously the social context of the 
symptom within a magico-religious model, we can better perceive that the 
physical body does not exist in isolation as an object of medical knowledge but 
demands to be reconciled with the socioethical domain. 

In the following three chapters, I track the gradual emergence of the 
physical body by examining fragments from those working in the inquiry into 
nature and particularly the medical writings that we have from the classical 
period. Chapter 2 begins with a look at the broad shift from personal agents to 
impersonal causes within the inquiry into nature. I then consider how 
speculation about the physical world generates the idea of a community of 
composite objects joined together by the interchange of physical forces and 
stuffs, rather than by bonds of social or emotional reciprocity. One way— 
perhaps the dominant one—of conceptualizing these composite objects, I 
suggest, was as somata. The key term here is “conceptualize” because, as I have 
stressed, most of what happens to these bodies cannot be seen directly but only 
inferred on the basis of phenomenal evidence. By referring phenomena to the 
hidden depths of the soma, these thinkers help establish it as the primary locus 
of our participation in the larger physical world. 

In chapter 3, I explore in greater detail how ideas about the soma take shape 
in medical writing around the figure of a concealed and dynamic cavity. I focus 
on the role played by symptoms in representing what happens in this space in 
the medical writers' field of vision and, thus, in enabling the physician to 
exercise control over it. But I also consider the ways in which the hidden body 
acquires the characteristics that assimilate it to the daemonic realm: its opacity, 
its instability, the latent hostility of the humors, its impersonal automatism. 

In chapter 4, I address the question of how this daemonic object is taken up 
as a part of the person. I begin by arguing that one way the medical writers 
make this connection is through the idea of an innate, vital force inside the 
soma. This force not only stands behind the body's own efforts to fight disease 
but also turns out to guarantee the full range of phenomena and functions 
integral to both biological life and social and ethical life. At the same time, 
because this vital force, equated by some authors with the body's phusis, cannot 
secure human flourishing, there is a need for tekhne. In the latter part of the 
chapter, I argue that the very untrustworthiness of the physical body requires 
the person qua technical agent to take responsibility for its flourishing, showing 
how it is precisely by taking or not taking care of the body (and, hence, 
exercising mastery over it) that free men are coming to be defined as ethical 
subjects at the end of the fifth century. 

The final two chapters engage the problem of taking care not only of the 
body but also of a self more broadly understood. Chapter 5 looks at early 
versions of the medical analogy. The crux of my argument is that this analogy, 
centered on the idea of psychic disease, grows out of a desire to draw a line 


between the body and the person, understood as mind or soul, but ends up 
fostering a sense of urgency regarding the permeability of that line. In chapter 
6, I argue that concerns about the fragility of the person understood in physical 
terms are, by the last quarter of the fifth century, coming to color tragic 
representations of disease, particularly in Euripides. I do not argue that these 
concerns displace the gods. Rather, I approach symptoms as spurs to test out 
different frameworks for interpreting daemonic interruptions in the self. Taking 
three of Euripides’ tragedies—Heracles, Orestes, and Hippolytus—I show how the 
polysemy of the symptom works in practice. At the same time, I explore the 
tragic implications of approaching the symptom through the prism of 
contemporary medical and ethical ideas.131 

I close with tragedy because its conceptual and imaginative space allows us 
to gauge the social and ethical complexity of what it means for human nature to 
be embodied and ensouled at the end of the fifth century. For the story of the 
physical body's emergence, haunted by fears of a daemonic space within the 
self, has a tragic streak: it is a story about pain more than about pleasure; and, 
insofar as it is about pleasure, it represents pleasure as a driving, disruptive 
force akin to the Furies that hound Orestes or Heracles. It is, of course, no secret 
that the physical body has had a bad reputation in the West since the Greeks. 
Part of the reason for its denigration may lie in the fact that it takes shape in 
large part as an object of medical knowledge and control, an object, that is, that 
is helpless but also dangerous when left on its own. It is perhaps the body's 
nimbus of vulnerability, together with its embeddedness in physical flux, that 
provokes so much hostility in Plato, the most influential early exponent of 
Western dualism. If we are to reverse some of this hostility, what we need is not 
a return to physicalism—though this has dominated the repudiation of 
Platonism and Cartesianism in recent years—but, rather, a rethinking of what it 
means to live in and through a body. One aspect of such a rethinking should be 
an investigation of the historical emergence of a body caught between technical 
mastery and daemonic unruliness. 

From this brief survey, it is clear that this study treads a familiar path 
through archaic and classical Greek textual sources, one closely associated with 
the miracles and grand narratives that have been so important to claims of 
Greek innovation and exceptionalism.1:2 But if a book about the symptom 
cannot escape ideas of rupture and historical difference, it is also the nature of 
the symptom to foster interpretive complexity: symptoms remind us that there 
is always something subjective about what counts as a rupture and how to make 
sense of it. Throughout this book, I have tried to incorporate this interpretive 
complexity into my story while keeping its central claims as lucid as possible. 
By enacting the emergence of the physical body in Greece as something real and 
imaginative, historical and timely, I hope to challenge the givenness of that 
body both in the Greek world and in our own. Although the terrain of the 
fabled Greek miracle is treacherous, the risks of revisiting it may be worth 
taking if we can make it unexpectedly generative within the present. 


1 OÙ yàg nacar KATA TOV Hotočov émboirwoiv ai VOJOL otyrj, érei pwviv &&e(Aexo 
untieta Zeóc, AAA at rÀeioxat kaOárteo rooayyéAovc xai AQOÈQÉHOUS xai KTJOVKAG 


£xovotv àmeiwpíac xai óvokwroíac. 

2 Aph. II.5 (Li 4.470 = 108 Jones). 

3 £c TO pavegov aducveitat (Vict. I 10, Li 6.486 = 134,12-13 Joly-Byl). 

4 By "ethical," I mean the human being as he (rarely she) is situated in a larger community 
that shares a set of values in relation to which judgments of praise and blame are made. 
The "subject" has been an organizing idea in twentieth-century semiotics and critical 
theory: see Silverman 1983, esp. 3-53, 126-93. I adopt the term here in order to 
emphasize not only the conscious, rational aspects of a human being but also the 
nonconscious forces that work through him or her, forces that have figured prominently in 
recent critical theory. But rather than applying contemporary models of the subject, which 
are often developed in reaction to postclassical thinkers (e.g., Descartes, Kant), to classical 
antiquity, I am interested in how the very idea of nonconscious forces is conceptualized at 
a particular historical moment and applied to human nature. I have generally reserved 
“subject” for my discussions of the ethical implications of the physical body's emergence. 

s "Inquiry into nature" (meol püoewc totogia): Pl. Phd. 96a8; cf. Phdr. 270a1 
(uexecoooAoyíac ptoewg rég); X. Mem. 1.1.14, with Leszl 2006.366-69. See also the 
references in late fifth-century medical texts, e.g., Carn. 15 (Li 8.604 — 197,26-198,1 
Joly): mvow ovyyeadovtes; VM 20 (Li 1.620 = 146,5 Jouanna) oi negi d$otoc 
yeyeadaotv. Aristotle will refer to those engaged in the inquiry as phusiologoi (e.g., 
Metaph. 990a3) and phusikoi (e.g., Phys. 184b17). But what the "inquiry into nature" 
encompassed continues to be a subject of debate: Laks 2006.7-12 identifies two basic 
characteristics—its totalizing ambitions, on which see also Long 1999b, and its focus on 
origins—while arguing that the identity of the earlier thinkers cannot be exhausted by the 
term “naturalistes” (2006. 18-21). Cf. Graham 2006, who makes an Ionian tradition of 
naturalizing explanation the backbone of early Greek philosophy. I discuss this debate in 
more detail in chapter 2. On the meaning of phusis, see further below, chapter 2, n.3. 

s VM 14 (Li 1.602 — 136,9 Jouanna). 

7 DK59 B21a: dic dērjAwv tà oouvóueva (“The vision of unseen things is through the 
phenomena"). 

s The divine and the daemonic (tò Oeiov ... Kai TO daiuéviov) are the two classes of 
explanation given by magico-religious healers, according to the author of On the Sacred 
Disease (1, Li 6.358 — 6,19 Jouanna). While the notion of a god is relatively clear, that of 
a daimēn or to daimonion is not. Throughout this book, I adopt the term “daemonic” to 
capture the uncertainty that characterizes responses to the symptom, the hostility believed 
to motivate that symptom, and the sense of the symptom as a disruption from another 
plane of reality. 

» While the concept of the person has been historicized over the past century (see esp. 
Mauss 1985; see also Detienne 1973) and taken up as a specific category in contemporary 
philosophy (see C. Gill 1991), I use “person” in a loose sense to speak of the human being 
qua sentient, speaking, thinking being (and implicitly opposed to the impersonal). 

10 Other fifth-century genres, such as historiography and comedy, undeniably bear the 
imprint of medical ideas. Limits of time and space keep me from including them in this 
study. For an overview of the cultural influence of medical ideas in this period, see G. 
Lloyd 2003. 

1 À body imprinted by history: Foucault 1977b.148. In Birth of the Clinic (1973) and 
Discipline and Punish (1977a), the body materializes through institutions of power (the 
hospital and the prison, respectively) as an object of knowledge as well as an object of 
state regulation. For Bourdieu's use of the habitus, see Bourdieu 1977; 1990, esp. 52-79. 
For overviews of the role of “the body" in social and cultural analysis, see Lambek and 
Strathern 1998a.5—13; Joyce 2005. 

12 For a phenomenological approach to the body, see Merleau-Ponty 1962; 1968. See also, 
e.g., Csordas 1990, esp. 6-7; 1993; Mullarkey 1994; Joyce 2005; Young 2005.6-9. 


13 Growth industry: Stewart 1997.7. The first surge of interest in the body in classics 
accompanied the rise of gender and sexuality studies: see M. Katz 1989; Richlin 1997; 
Montserrat 1998; Wyke 1998; 1999. The introduction to Hopkins and Wyke 2005 indicates 
increasing interest in the lived body; this has been especially true in the study of material 
culture (e.g., Meskell 1996). Medical historians, however, have largely resisted the 
relevance of “the body" to their field: see, e.g., Nutton 2002.254; cf. G. Lloyd 1992.118- 
19. 

14 On the early Christian body, see P. Brown 1988; Rousselle 1988. On the Western 
medieval body: Bynum 1991; 1995.13-19. Laqueur 1990 begins his story with Aristotle, 
with a few references to the Hippocratics. For the humoral body in Western Europe, see, 
e.g., Duden 1991; Schoenfeldt 1999. 

15 Porter 1999b.3-4. See also Porter and Buchan 2004.9. 

16 See Porter 2005. 

17 For Foucault's work on the ancient world, see Foucault 1985; 1986; 1997.175-301; 
2005. Cf. Hadot 1995.206-13, criticizing Foucault's work on freedom and self-fashioning 
in the first centuries ce as anachronistic. Post-Foucauldian work on biopolitics tends to 
begin with Aristotle without acknowledging his debts to physical and medical inquiry: see, 
e.g., Agamben 2004.13-16. 

18 Snell 1953.1-22. Snell's views on this point are unchanged in the fourth German edition, 
published in 1975. On the meaning of soma in Homer, see below. 

19 E.g., Dodds 1951.15-17; Vivante 1955; Koller 1958.276; Detienne 1973.46-47; Fránkel 
1975.76; Laser 1983.3; Ferwerda 1986.111-12; Redfield 1994.175; Clarke 1999.115-19; 
De Hart 1999.357-58. 

20 See Il. 1.3-5. Vivante 1983 argues that one plausible candidate for describing the body 
in Homer is simply autos: what we call body is coextensive with the person until the 
moment of death. 

21 "Apparently [sc. soma and psyche] were evolved as complementary terms, and more 
likely than not it was psyche which first started on its course, perhaps under the influence 
of notions concerning the immortality of the soul ... it may be inferred that, because the 
eschatological psyche had been correlated with the soma of the dead, the new psyche, the 
‘soul,’ demanding a body to suit it, caused the term soma to be extended so that it was 
ultimately used also of the living body. But whatever the details of this evolution, the 
distinction between body and soul represents a 'discovery' which so impressed people's 
minds that it was thereafter accepted as self-evident, in spite of the fact that the relation 
between body and soul, and the nature of the soul itself, continued to be a topic of lively 
speculation" (Snell 1953.16-17, emphasis added). 

22 Homeric “unity in multiplicity": see Padel 1992.45-46 (the term is Norman Austin's). 
See also Bremmer 1983.66-69; Redfield 1985; Bolens 1999; 2000.55-59; Clarke 1999; 
Spatafora 1999. The thesis gains credibility from Jahn 1987. On the multiple “body” terms 
in Homer, see Vivante 1955. 

23 When Jean-Pierre Vernant, who accepts Snell's conclusions, speaks of the "discovery of 
the human body," he is referring to *a progressive conquest of its form ... What is meant is 
evidently not a question of the human body as an organic and physiological reality on 
which the self relies for its support" (1991e.159), though he elsewhere credits Greek 
medicine for contributing to the objectification of the body in anatomical and 
physiological terms (1991b.28; see also Detienne 1973.46). Bolens 1999 recognizes 
differing “logics of the body" in Homer and Plato but does not trace the relationship 
between them. 

24 That is, Snell fails to distinguish a basic human self-awareness from the specific kind of 
self-awareness that develops in certain quarters of the Greco-Roman world. For critical 
responses to Snell's argument that the early Greeks lack a unified sense of self, see the next 
note. The idea that all humans share a basic notion of mind-body (and/or soul-body) 
dualism has been defended in recent years on the basis of evidence from both 


anthropology (e.g., Lambek 1998) and cognitive psychology (e.g., Richert and Harris 
2006, with further bibliography), though these accounts leave room for the cultural and 
historical factors that give different dualisms their specific shape (including what is often 
just called Western dualism, which on my argument requires the physical body). 

25 Half a century ago it was not uncommon for scholars to chart dramatic changes (usually 
“improvements”) to the idea of the self between Homer and Plato without necessarily 
following Snell's route. See, e.g., Dodds 1951; Adkins 1960; Fränkel 1975. In recent years, 
however, part of the critique of Snell has involved downplaying or denying diachronic 
change: see, e.g., Halliwell 1990; C. Gill 1996a; Porter and Buchan 2004. See also Williams 
1993, who calls Snell's general argument "a systematic failure" (28-29) but does see a 
difference between the concept of the subject found in Homer and tragedy and that found 
in Plato and Aristotle: the philosophers are distinguished by their attempt to fit human 
ethical interests to the larger world. Williams nevertheless rejects narratives of change that 
privilege notions of agency, the will, or moral responsibility. For criticisms of Snell's view 
of the Greek self as anachronistic, see esp. Williams 1993.21-49 and C. Gill 1996a, who 
attributes to the Greeks a notion of identity in which psychological processes are seen as 
"functional components of an organic (or inorganic) system, and not as constituting a 
distinct category (that of the ‘mental’) as in Cartesian theory” (43, 34-41, on Snell’s debts 
to Descartes, Kant, and Hegel). For other critiques of Snell along these lines, see Sharples 
1983; Gaskin 1990; Halliwell 1990; Pelliccia 1995.17-27. Other scholars have defended 
the "fragmented" subject of Homeric poetry: see Padel 1992 and 1995, working from an 
anthropological perspective, and Porter and Buchan 2004, who, placing fragmentation 
under the sign of Lacanian psychoanalysis, argue that all but the fantasy of a unified self is 
foreclosed for both ancients and moderns. 

2 The final pages of Kurke 1999, for example, frame her ambitious project as a 
“materialist critique" of Snell's work. She argues that Snell's “seductive periodization" and 
belief in "authentic and pre-existent subjectivity" remain influential (335-36). See also 
Porter and Buchan 2004.7-8. 

27 Williams 1993.3. See also Snell 1953.258—63. 

28 The gods are never mentioned as causes of disease in the extant medical treatises. The 
author of On the Sacred Disease entertains the idea that one can be defiled not by a god but 
by “something else" (oo éréoov) and, hence, may require purification (1, Li 6.364 = 
9,10-13 Jouanna). But it is not clear if he makes the claim in earnest or if it is part of his 
polemic against magico-religious healers. Moreover, he distinguishes defilement from 
disease and emphatically denies that a god or “something daemonic" can cause disease (1, 
Li 6.364 = 9,8-10 Jouanna; 11, Li 6.382 = 22,3-4 Jouanna); see also Aer. 22 (Li 2.80 = 
241,5-9 Jouanna). Remarks that diseases are divine or might have “something divine" (to 
Geīov) in them do not imply agents. The gods are very rarely mentioned as potential 
healers: at Vict. IV 87 (Li 6.642 = 218,21-22 Joly-Byl), in addition to praying, one should 
also “help oneself”; Morb. Sacr. 1 (Li 6.364 = 9,13-15 Jouanna) implies that the gods 
should heal xà auaotuarta, “moral errors.” Cf. Virg. 3 (Li 8.468 = 24,7-10 Lami), with 
Lami 2007.52-54: women wrongly thank Artemis for their release from the disease of 
virgins. On the place of the gods and the sacred in the Oath, see von Staden 1996; 2008, 
esp. 429-36. In short, while it may be true that “Hippocratic medicine does not rule out 
divine intervention" (Horstmanshoff and Stol 2004.6), the medical writers leave little 
room for it, "effectively, and in some cases deliberately, block[ing] any move to explain 
diseases—both particular types of diseases and individual incidences of them—by invoking 
divine or supernatural agencies" (G. Lloyd 1987.11); see also Hankinson 1998b.16-17, 34. 
2» Siegel 1964.299. Siegel takes his definition from the New Century Dictionary (London, 
1927). For work in a similar vein, see, e.g., Riese 1944; Major 1957; Jandolo 1967. Cf. 
Joly 1966; Edelstein 1967d. “Whiggish” notions of medical history are now rare, but see 
von Staden 1992c and Flemming 2000.3-28 on other forms of presentism in the study of 
ancient science. 


30 Popper 1969.149. 

a Long 1999b.5—10; G. Lloyd 2005.13-15; Naddaf 2005. Cf. Graham 2006, focused on the 
physical theories and unabashedly enthusiastic about miracles, intellectual leaps, and 
teleology (e.g., 2006.98, 106, 299). On social and political conditions, see below, n.76. 

32 This renaissance owes much to the work of G.E.R. Lloyd. Lloyd sees Greek medicine and 
science as distinct from magico-religious healing: see esp. Lloyd 1979; 1987. Yet he also 
challenges the notion of a rupture between two vast “mentalities” and seeks lines of 
continuity between the archaic and classical periods (Lloyd 1990). On these continuities, 
see also Joly 1966; Bratescu 1975; Jouanna 1988a; 1990a; von Staden 1992a; 1992b; 
Laskaris 1999; 2002; Hoessly 2001.247-313. For overviews of changes to the field, see G. 
Lloyd 1992, esp. 129-32; Nutton 2002; Horstmanshoff and Stol 2004.1-10; van der Eijk 
2005b.1-8. 

33 On the divine in Hippocratic medicine: H. Miller 1953; Thivel 1975; Ducatillon 1990; 
Oberhelman 1990; Prioreschi 1992; von Staden 1996; Hankinson 1998b; Bratescu 2002; 
Collins 2003.24-26; van der Eijk 2004; 2005b.45-73. For the argument that medicine's 
success depends on the rhetorical skill of its advocates, see esp. A. Hanson 1991.81-87, 
emphasizing the fit between physical explanations and the ability of the Hippocratic 
physician to intervene. On medicine in relation to diverse healing practices, see G. Lloyd 
1979.37-49; 1983.119-35; 1990.30-31; Nutton 1992 (introducing the term "medical 
marketplace"); 1995. 

34 On "fantastical" elements, see Joly 1966; G. Lloyd 1967.30-31; 1979.146-60; 1983; 
1992.122-24. On medical representations of the female body, see below, pp. 185-87. See 
also Flemming 2000.3-9, cautioning that we cannot gauge whether ancient physicians had 
the same power to influence these stereotypes as their eighteenth- and nineteenth-century 
counterparts. 

ss For a definition of the rationality of Greek medicine in these terms, see van der Eijk 
2005b.9 n.17. See also, on the rationality of early Greek philosophy, G. Lloyd 1967.32-34; 
Long 1999b.13-14; Graham 2006.10-13. 

36 Thomas 2000.24. See also Jaeger 1944, esp. 7-15. On the intellectual milieu of the fifth 
century, see esp. Thomas 1993; 2000, esp. 1-27, 249-69. On the public sphere of 
medicine, see Jouanna 1999.177-285; Craik 2001a.81-82; G. Lloyd and Sivin 2002.118- 
33; Schiefsky 2005a.5-71, esp. 38-46. Not every physician, of course, was interested in 
intellectual discourse or promulgated it. As social historians have stressed, the physician's 
status was often that of a simple craftsperson: see esp. Temkin 1953; Horstmanshoff 1990; 
Nutton 1992. 

37 See Diller 1932; Perilli 1991; 1994; G. Manetti 1993.70-91; 1994; Thomas 2000.168- 
212; Fausti 2002. 

ss Di Benedetto 1986.118 n.2; Langholf 1997-2004.914. 

39 The word appears once in the Hippocratic Corpus, at Dec. 6 (Li 9.234 = 27,14 Heiberg), 
but the treatise where it is used almost certainly dates from the late Hellenistic period. See 
also Ep. 16 (Li 9.346 — 72,19 Smith), another Hellenistic text. At Flat. 3 (Li 6.94 — 106,2- 
3 Jouanna), ovuntwuártwv (M) is a varia lectio: editors have almost uniformly adopted the 
reading of A, mavtwv (Littré, Nelson, Jouanna; Ermerins emended to ovundavtwv). The 
word rnäOnpa, particularly in the plural, comes closest to the later meaning of oúvuntwpa: 
it appears roughly sixty times in fifth- and fourth-century medical writing: see, e.g., Epid. I 
2 (Li 2.606 = 182,1 Kühlewein); Hum. 8 (Li 5.488 = 78 Jones); Mul. 11 (Li 8.10 = 88,12 
Grensemann); Prog. 1 (Li 2.110 = 193,7 Alex). The plural àAyńuarta can also denote the 
patient's sufferings: Aff. 27 (Li 6.240 — 48 Potter); Flat. 9 (Li 6.104 — 115,10 Jouanna). 

40 See further below, pp. 46-47, on the relationship between the perceptual indeterminacy 
of symptoms and inference. 

4 On Peirce, see Silverman 1983.14-25. See also G. Manetti 1993.48-51, discussing 
abduction in the medical writers. 


42 Peirce famously distinguishes deduction, induction, and abduction thus: in deduction, 
the rule is “all the beans from this bag are white," the case is “these beans are from this 
bag," which leads to the result, “these beans are white"; in induction, the case is “these 
beans are from this bag," the result is “these beans are white," leading to the rule, “all the 
beans from this bag are white"; in abduction, the rule is “all the beans from this bag are 
white," the result is “these beans are white," leading to the case, “these beans are from this 
bag." 

43 The anthropologist Alfred Gell defines an agent as “one who has the capacity to initiate 
causal events in his/her vicinity, which cannot be ascribed to the current state of the 
physical cosmos, but only to a special category of mental states; that is, intentions" 
(1998.19). On early Greek concepts of intention, see Williams 1993, esp. 21-55. Note that 
in conventional semiotics, symptoms are defined by the absence of intention: Sebeok 
1976.124-27. 

44 The literature for cognitive approaches to religion is large and growing rapidly: for 
recent overviews, see Boyer 2001; J. Barrett 2007. I am not suggesting that abductions of 
agency, discussed further in the next chapter, are more natural, that is, more intuitive, than 
naturalizing explanations. Such a position threatens to reinstate a teleological account of 
the transition from religion (primitive) to science (intellectually complex). But, more 
important, it is an oversimplification. Recent research suggests—though the evidence is far 
from decisive—that, in the face of symptoms, people have a tendency to infer both unseen 
agents and natural causes (Keil et al. 1999). The activation of these inferential models 
depends not only on the symptoms (e.g. epileptic symptoms may be particularly 
conducive to agent-based explanations) but also on prevailing cultural frameworks. That 
is, both agent-based inferences and naturalizing ones are open to cultural elaboration, and 
that cultural work, in turn, determines specific acts of interpretation, perhaps overriding in 
some cases what may be more "implicitly" held theories of biological phenomena (Keil et 
al. 1999.289). On the cultural webs of meaning that inform the interpretation of 
symptoms, see also Good and DelVecchio Good 1981; Kleinman 1988. 

45 Scarry 1985, esp. 15-18. 

46 By “social,” I mean these agents have intentions that are comprehensible within a 
human community; I use the adjective “ethical” to indicate agents (usually divine) who 
could be seen as upholding social norms and laws: though some notion of ethical is 
implicit in the idea of the social, there appears to be a difference between divine-daemonic 
agents who respond to transgressions against them and those divine-daemonic agents who 
are entrusted by the human community with upholding notions of justice and a social 
good. See, on social agency in Greece, Collins 2003.37-44. On social agency and intuitive 
psychology more generally: Gell 1998, esp. 4-11, 16-23; Boyer 2001.120-31. 

4; M. Frede 1987.125. Frede credits the Stoics with first theorizing the "active" cause. 
Vegetti 1999.276-79 makes the medical writers central to an earlier process of 
substituting impersonal causes for personal agents in the fifth century. See also Mansfeld 
1980.379-81. 

4s M. Frede 1987.132. 

49 This variation has generated unease about lumping the medical texts together: see 
Laskaris 2002.2 n.5; van der Eijk 2005b.22-23. For an overview of attempts to organize 
medical writing according to genre and subgenre, see Wittern 1998.17-22. See also van 
Groningen 1958; Maloney, Potter, and Frohn 1979; Thivel 1981.119-51; Pigeaud 1988; 
Kollesch 1991; van der Eijk 1997. A. Hanson 1996, esp. 304-11, looks at the 
compositional contexts of the Hippocratic texts. Nevertheless, variation is a relative term: 
the perception of similarity is produced against the backdrop of what is different. For my 
purposes, it is often accurate to speak of medicine vis-à-vis magico-religious healing or the 
inquiry into nature or philosophical ethics. I consider internal diversity in the corpus in 
more detail in chapters 3 and 4. 

so In addition to the extant texts and fragments, we have the Anonymous Londinensis 


papyrus, a doxography of late fifth- and fourth-century bce medical opinions that was 
probably written in the first century ce and based on a fourth-century bce Peripatetic 
history of medicine: see D. Manetti 1999 for further discussion. The author divides 
theories of disease into those that blame residues of digestion and those based on the idea 
that because our bodies are composed of a combination of elements, disease is *due to the 
elements" (4.26-28 — 6 Diels; 14.6-11 — 20-21 Diels). Extant treatises largely reflect the 
latter approach (though both theories assume that what phusis fails to assimilate becomes 
hostile). See also the disease theory outlined at Pl. Ti. 82a-86a. 

51 Padel 1992.152. 

52 “Cavity” roughly translates the medical writers’ term kordin, which is used of the whole 
chest cavity or, in a more restricted sense, of the belly: on both senses, see Jouanna 
2003.258. I adopt it here to designate all of the soma's inner space. 

s3 Vict. I 2 (Li 6.472 = 124,28-126,3 Joly-Byl); cf. III 69 (Li 6.606 = 200,28-32 Joly-Byl); 
Art. 11 (Li 6.20-22 — 238,15-20 Jouanna). The idea that symptoms are always belated, 
together with the idea of imperceptible inner space, is one of the main elements that 
distinguishes this book from Ruth Padel’s excellent studies of interiority in the archaic and 
classical periods (1992; 1995). Padel writes, ^That you could have a virus, or madness, 
and no one know, is not a concept available in ancient Greece" (1995.35; see also 43). For 
Padel, denying the modern notion of latency is one way to establish the historical 
specificity of ancient concepts of madness. Yet it is untrue that the concept of a hidden 
disease was not available to the ancient Greeks. Of course, we have to be wary of 
collapsing distinctions between, say, cancer cells and the things inside the body in the 
medical writers. Nevertheless, that wariness should extend in the other direction as well, 
as I have indicated: the danger of presentism finds its complement in the danger of 
establishing historical difference by simply negating the present. 

54 Cited in Leder 1990.48. 

ss Grosz 1994.xi. 

se Studies of the Hellenistic anatomists, for example, still acknowledge their contributions 
to modern models of the body: see von Staden 1989. Such work need not be incompatible 
with attention to historically embedded ways of seeing, as von Staden's scholarship amply 
demonstrates. 

s; Although significant for contemplative metaphysics, the idea of the vision of the mind 
seems to have first appeared in medical texts: see also Flat 3 (Li 6.94 — 106,9-10 
Jouanna); Vict. I 4 (Li 6.474—76 = 126,28-128,3 Joly-Byl). Cf. Democr. (DK68) B11, with 
the comments of Jouanna 1988b.178 on the fragment's relationship to Art. 11. Andrea 
Nightingale, seeking "the foundational construction of theoretical philosophy in its 
intellectual and its cultural context" (2004.7), neglects the medical writers, leading her to 
posit too strong a break between fourth-century philosophy and its predecessors. Certainly 
Plato will endow the concept of “seeing with the mind" with new meaning. Yet it is 
misleading to claim that, "There is no 'vision' of truth in ... philosophical texts of the early 
period" (33). The importance of vision in Greek medicine is most apparent in a 
comparative context: see Kuriyama 1999, who draws a contrast with the significance of 
touch in ancient Chinese medicine. On visuality more generally in Greek culture, see 
Stewart 1997.14-23. 

ss On the “anatomical urge" in Greek medicine, see Kuriyama 1999.116-29. On the 
prehistory of systematic dissection, see Edelstein 1967e; G. Lloyd 1975a; Mansfeld 1975; 
von Staden 1989.141, with n.6; 1992e; Annoni and Barras 1993. The idea of things “seen 
with the mind" is formalized in Hellenistic medicine as Erasistratus's Tā Aóyc Oewenta 
(frr. 76-77 Garofalo). 

s» Rheinberger 1997.11-23, and esp. 28-31. See also Daston 2000 and J. Taylor 2005 
(with further bibliography) on both contemporary Western and cross-cultural practices of 
materializing the body and other natural objects. 

so For the importance of institutions to the survival of conceptual objects, see Latour 


1999.145-73. On the generation of scientific objects, see also the comments at Csordas 
1990.38. 

61 The debate over the empirical foundations of the inquiry into nature dates from Bacon's 
New Science. It culminated in the past century with the clash between Popper and Kirk, on 
which see G. Lloyd 1967; see also G. Lloyd 1979.129-46, reviewing the evidence for 
empiricism in the inquiry into nature. Some medical writers do develop the idea that 
knowledge ought to arise from and be tested against phenomena. Moreover, however 
theory-laden the concepts or however overriding the desire for coherence in medicine, the 
treatment of the physical body as a site of observation and praxis is crucial to how that 
body is conceptualized. At the same time, the desire of some medical writers to offer 
empirical evidence in support of their claims does not license us to collapse the difference 
between their practices of seeing and those of modern laboratories: see G. Lloyd 
1979.146-69, esp. 151: “The drawback, in this field of inquiry [i.e., empirical research], 
was that their investigations were not open-ended, but designed specifically to provide 
support for theories that appear to have been adopted usually on the basis of general, 
often philosophical, considerations and arguments." Lloyd does see a growing open- 
endedness in the Hellenistic and imperial periods. But cf. von Staden 1975.179-85 on the 
conditions that are conducive to experimentation at Alexandria: his analysis of the 
Empiricists’ rejection of experimentation undermines teleological views of its history (185— 
93). For two recent discussions of the "scientific" nature of ancient science, see G. Lloyd 
2004.12-23; Graham 2006.1-18, 93-106, 294-307. 

62 On the latter, see, e.g., Halperin, Winkler, and Zeitlin 1990; Porter 1999a. 

63 Halperin 1990. See also Winkler 1990a; 1990b.45-70; Hunter 1992; Bassi 1998; 
Humphreys 1999; Sissa 1999. For the rights of the citizen vis-à-vis the soma, see Dem. 
22.55. The slave, conversely, is not master of his body: Ar. Pl. 6; neither is a woman: A. Pr. 
859; E. Med. 232-34. These sources are all Athenian, but the concerns about autonomy 
they highlight surface in non-Athenian sources as well (e.g., Democritus: see below, 
chapter 5). 

64 See the works by Loraux in the bibliography, esp. Loraux 1995 and 1997. Loraux 
appropriates the psychoanalytic notion of the imaginary to describe the schemas and 
images mobilized by members of a given culture to organize their experience. Tragic 
bodies: Zeitlin 1996, esp. 123-284, 341-74. See also Loraux 1987; Murnaghan 1988; 
Faranda 1993; Serghidou 1997; Worman 1997; 1999; 2000; Bassi 1998; Hawley 1998; 
Cuny 2002; Rehm 2002.168-214; Crippa 2006; Holmes 2008. Comic bodies: Zeitlin 
1996.375-416; Fletcher 1999; Foley 2000; Stehle 2002; Piqueux 2006. On embodied 
aristocratic ideals: Kurke 1999, esp. 142-51, 275-95; Wohl 2002; see also Hawhee 2004. 
On the semiotics of gendered bodies, see Worman 2002 and, for the imperial period, 
Gleason 1990; 1995. Although scholarship on the gendered body in the classical world 
predates Foucault, Foucault's argument that the categories “homosexuality” and 
“heterosexuality” are culturally constructed helped to popularize Kenneth Dover's division 
of bodies into penetrating (active) and penetrated (passive) and spurred new debate about 
gender and desire. For sympathetic readings of Foucault, see Halperin 1990 and Winkler 
1990b; see also the essays in Halperin, Winkler, and Zeitlin 1990. Cf. Richlin 1993, 
challenging the idea of homosexuality as historically constructed; H. Parker 1997.60—63; J. 
Davidson 2001, who critiques the penetrated-penetrating binary. Feminists have also 
criticized Foucault, pointing to the absence of women in his account of ancient sexuality: 
see Richlin 1991; 1998; Dean-Jones 1992; Greene 1996; Foxhall 1998, noting that many 
feminist ancient historians have nevertheless taken a “Foucauldian” approach to the 
female body (122). For a broad survey of Foucault's influence in classics, see the essays in 
Larmour, Miller, and Platter 1998. 

65 Stewart 1997.23. Cf. Elsner 2006, esp. 87, 92-95, privileging aesthetic form over 
political and social factors. 

6 As Caroline Bynum observed more than a decade ago, "There is no clear set of 


structures, behaviors, events, objects, experiences, words, and moments to which body 
currently refers" (1995.5, emphasis in original). 

67 Csordas 1993.135, drawing on the work of Merleau-Ponty, defines embodiment as “an 
indeterminate methodological field defined by perceptual experience and the mode of 
presence and engagement in the world" against the body understood as “a biological, 
material entity." See also Lambek and Strathern 1998a.13-19, treating embodiment as a 
category of sociocultural analysis; van Wolputte 2004 (with further bibliography). 

es For overviews of body image, see Scheper-Hughes and Lock 1987.16-18; Grosz 
1994.27-111, esp. 62-85. The neurologist Henry Head first developed the idea of a 
“postural schema." The concept was extended by Freud to describe the way in which the 
ego unifies the mass of our sensations to create the representation not of any anatomical 
"reality" but of a body shaped by the history of our libidinal investments, both pleasurable 
and painful, more or less intense, in its different zones (1923.25-26). What facilitates this 
imposition of unity in psychoanalysis is the child's perception of others' bodies as discrete 
and autonomous: see esp. Lacan 1977. For phenomenological approaches to body image, 
see Csordas 1993 (on "somatic modes of attention"); Mullarkey 1994. 

6 See, e.g., Young 1980; Butler 1993.57-91; Weiss 1999. Cf. Cheah 1996.112-21, 
critiquing the “hypertrophied” power attributed by Butler to the cultural and the historical 
as formative of bodies. On physical influences on the formation of body images, see Grosz 
2005.4-7, 14-52; Lock 2007.275-79, developing the concept of “local biologies" to 
register the impact of environmental and genetic factors. 

70 The task of recovering historical body images, however, is particularly difficult for those 
working on the ancient world: see the methodological discussion in De Hart 1999. De Hart 
relates the new body image in classical Greek medicine to the "appearance of the new 
discrete citizen (polites) in the city-state" (1999.359; cf. 369, 375-79). While I am in broad 
sympathy with De Hart's findings, I do not see the body image in medical writing as 
merely an effect of primarily political transformations (see further below, pp. 22-23). 

71 Soma can stand for the person without a sense of physicality (as I have defined it) in 
some contexts, particularly in tragedy and the orators: see Hirzel 1914.8-28. But cf. below, 
n.119, where I argue against Hirzel's equation of the soma and the person in Homer. 
(Hirzel's notion of person as a fundamental unity, moreover, does not always capture the 
nuances of the word's uses.) 

72 For evidence of how individual and cultural factors determine the skin's role as a 
“metaphysical boundary," see Knappett 2006.240-41, with further bibliography. 

73 See above, n.24. 

74 Lambek 1998b.109. 

75 For interaction between the inguiry into nature and medicine, see Wellmann 1930; 
Jouanna 1961; Longrigg 1963; 1989; 1999; Vegetti 1976; 1998; Thivel 1981, esp. 338-57. 
See also Jouanna 1992, esp. 99-111, on moving beyond simple relations of influence to 
recognizing the interest in the physical body shared by physicians and those writing on 
nature in general. 

76 Previous decades have witnessed considerable speculation about the impact of social, 
political, and economic factors on the inguiry into nature and secular medicine in Greece. 
Vernant 1983.213-33, 385-97, 404 and, more recently, Naddaf 2005 have argued that 
philosophy has its roots in the birth of the polis. G.E.R. Lloyd, too, has focused on the 
(democratic) polis as a necessary condition for the rise of Greek philosophy and science. In 
the past twenty years, he has worked comparatively with evidence from ancient China: G. 
Lloyd 1990; 1996; 2002a; 2004; 2005; Lloyd and Sivin 2002. Cf. von Staden 1992c on the 
danger inherent in privileging politics when “most ancient Greek science was neither 
manifestly born out of Athenian democracy nor borne by it" (590). Seaford 2004.175-89 
challenges the arguments of both Lloyd and Vernant; in his own account of philosophy's 
origins, he privileges the advent of monetization in eastern Greece (a factor discussed at 
Vernant 1983.390-94). See also the more sympathetic critique of Vernant's position in 


Laks 2006.86-99. Babylonian and Egyptian medical and philosophical traditions also 
remain highly relevant to speculation on the origins of Greek philosophy and medicine. 
For the connection with the Near East, see Burkert 1983; 1992; and the essays in 
Horstmanshoff and Stol 2004. For Egyptian medicine, see von Staden 1989.1-31, with 
further bibliography at 3 nn.8-10. 

7; G. Lloyd 2002b warns against assuming strict parameters of specialization before Plato. 
But cf. Laks 2006.63-81. 

78 G. Lloyd 1979.265. See also G. Lloyd 1987.1-49; 1991b. 

7» See the comments on “speciation” at Allen 2006.193-94. 

so I do not assume, however, that the physical body had a uniform impact throughout the 
Greek world. We know little about its influence beyond an elite clientele, although On 
Regimen assumes both an audience of leisure and one of people who cannot devote 
themselves full-time to their health. Still, evidence from other periods suggests that ideas 
about the body in a lay public are slow to change: see Duden 1991.37, 179-84. It is likely, 
then, that the impact of the physical body on our textual record exaggerates its impact on 
the Greek world as a whole. 

s1 Arist. Resp. 480b26-30; Sens. 436a17-22. On biological and medical research in the 
inquiry into nature, see the overview in Jouanna 1999.262-68 and the relevant 
subchapters in Guthrie 1962-69. 

82 On the problems with the sources for early Greek philosophy, see Mansfeld 1999; Mejer 
2006. For the use of the medical writers to make claims about Greek natural philosophy 
more generally, see G. Lloyd 1967.27-32; 1979. 

ss The earliest treatises of the Hippocratic Corpus are conventionally dated to the latter 
third of the fifth century: for the dating of individual treatises, see appendix 3 in Jouanna 
1999. The prehistory of “Hippocrates” is a very old problem. The doxographers do not 
seem to have evidence for earlier medicine see, e.g., Plin. NH 29.1-2; Str. 14.2.19 for the 
later stories created to account for this lacuna. The author of the pseudo-Galenic 
Definitiones medicae appears to have been familiar with pre-Hippocratic texts but notes that 
they are few (Kühn 19.347). For references to earlier medical writings in works from the 
corpus, see Acut. 1-3 (Li 2.224-28, ch. 1 = 36,2-37,10 Joly); Vict. I 1 (Li 6.466-48 = 
122,3-21 Joly-Byl). See also Jouanna 1974; W. Smith 1989.87-91. On the demise of the 
“Hippocratic Question," that is, the question of which treatises are by Hippocrates, see 
Edelstein 1967c; G. Lloyd 1975b. On the formation of the corpus in the Hellenistic period: 
W. Smith 1979.178-245. 

s4 VM 1 (Li 1.572 = 119,7 Jouanna); 20 (Li 1.620 = 146,2 Jouanna). On “things up above 
«7 see Pl. Ap. 23d5-6. 

ss On the circulation of medical texts: X. Mem. 4.2.10. Aristophanes refers to a tribe of 
iatrotekhnai at Nu. 332. On public debates and sophistic discussions about phusis, see Gorg. 
Hel. 13; Pl. Prt. 315c5-6; and G. Lloyd 1979.87 n.146; Thomas 2000.249-57. 

so In Herodotus, Darius refers to medicine simply as [the] tekhne (3.129-30, cited at 
Thomas 2000.41). Predictable outcomes: Art. 4-7 (Li 6.6-12 = 227,6-232,11 Jouanna); 
explanatory work: Pl. Grg. 465a2-6; Arist. Metaph. 981a28-30; teachable: Art. 9 (Li 6.16 
— 235,7-8 Jouanna); Arist. Metaph. 981b8-10. See further Reeve 2000; Nussbaum 
2001.94—99; Schiefsky 2005a.5-18. Mastery and manipulation are also important to those 
who wrote “on nature." Heidegger's opposition between “mastering knowledge" and the 
“essential knowing" of a thinker like Parmenides (1992.5-6; cf. 53, 86-87, 128) is, thus, 
misleading for early Greek philosophy, given that a number of Presocratics treat 
knowledge as something that benefits the knower as an instrument of well-being: see 
Kingsley 1995.217-32, 335-47, on Empedocles and the Pythagoreans, in particular. Yet 
the idea of beneficial knowledge appears to have been most closely associated with 
medicine—hence, the importance of medical analogy. The idea that wisdom has no 
practical benefit is fully articulated in Aristotle (Metaph. 982b11-21); see Nightingale 
2004.187-252. 


87 "There is always, between our two terms, a place for something intercalated, for the 
unexpected, for what is not given by the specific relationship of causality that links one 
term to the other" (Dupréel 1933.11, my translation). The interval, as Dupréel defines it, 
cannot be so small that there is no recognizable difference or threshold that distinguishes 
cause from effect or so large that there is no way to maintain a plausible connection 
between the two events. The concept of indeterminacy within causal series, and 
particularly microphysical contingency within living beings, was a popular subject of 
inquiry in the first part of the twentieth century: see Capek 1992. 

ss See, e.g., Arist. Metaph. 1032b6-9, where the physician models the ability to reason 
inferentially and apply that reasoning to produce a desired result (i.e., health). 

so Gillian Beer makes this point about nineteenth-century evolutionary theory: "The 
multiplicity of stories implicit in evolution was in itself an element in its power over the 
cultural imagination: what mattered was not only the specific stories it told, but the fact 
that it told many and diverse ones" (2000.106, emphasis in original). See also Kurke 
1999.334: “It is the messiness of practice that gives it such power and endurance." 

90 Similar arguments have been proposed about Greek sculpture: representations of the 
human form (not necessarily identified as soma) may have been influenced by emerging 
notions of the physical body in the fifth century: see Leftwich 1995; Métraux 1995. 

91 Loraux 1997.235 brilliantly equates this lost body with the hidden interior of the citizen 
body. 

92 Craik 2001b shows that, despite Thucydides' well-known skepticism about the causes of 
the Athenian plague, his description of it is shaped by humoral pathology. For references 
to regimen and mastery of the body, see Th. 6.15, 8.45. On Thucydides and Hippocratic 
medicine, there is a vast bibliography: see Craik 2001b.102-4 nn.1, 3-4. 

93 Carl Jung's complaint against modern literature, cited in Calasso 2001.169. 

94 On the soma as foreign to us, see, e.g., Phd. 114e1-3. 

95 Plato sometimes lays the blame for error and disorder on the soma, sometimes on the 
lower parts of the psukhē ruled by appetite, pleasure, and pain: see below, chapter 5, n.31. 
96 E.g., Spelman 1982; Leder 1990.3; Grosz 1994.5. Carone 2005a.229, 231, with nn.7, 13, 
cites examples of this positioning of Plato within the analytic tradition. See also Dillon 
1995 on the afterlife of Plato's ideas about the body in Platonism. 

97 It is worth noting that “Platonic dualism” is often an oversimplification. Plato's ideas 
about the body and the soul are fluid and complex: see the overview in T. Robinson 2000. 
os The verb that Socrates uses to describe how a process like growth escapes the notice of 
the living being is AavOavw (43b3). Cf. 33d2-34a5: in truth, Socrates says, this is not a 
kind of forgetting (AnOn), because one cannot forget what has never happened, but, 
rather, insensitivity (àvoucOrjo(a) to the body. 

ə On alētheia and unveiling, see Heidegger 1992; Detienne 1996. 

100 Michael Clarke, for example, after a lengthy and sensitive study whose main premise is 
the absence of a body-soul distinction in Homer, concludes by following Snell in assuming 
that “the new category of ‘soul’ will march with a new category of ‘body’ " (1999.315). 
See also Williams 1993.26: *We do indeed have a concept of the body, and we agree that 
each of us has a body. We do not, pace Plato, Descartes, Christianity, and Snell, all agree 
that we each have a soul. Soul is, in a sense, a more speculative or theoretical conception 
than body." David Claus, to whose powerful suggestion that the body helps shape the soul 
through the figure of medical analogy I return below, writes that, “because pvyń is the 
word that in time allows human life to be characterized as a composite of body and soul, 
its history is central to one of the most important and influential achievements of Greek 
thought" (1981.1). See also Laks 1999.253; Hankinson 2006.41. 

101 Self-evident: Snell 1953.17, cited above, n.21. Material to immaterial: e.g., Renehan 
1980. Concrete to abstract: Onians 1954; Furley 1956.1-2. See also Nilsson 1941.1-2: “I 
cannot give up the historical development of humanity from lower to ever higher stages." 


102 Snell 1953.69, emphasis added. 

103 E.g., Clarke 1999. 

104 Rohde 1925 (English translation of the eighth edition). See also Hirzel 1914.29-30; 
Burnet 1916; Nilsson 1941; Jaeger 1947.73-89 (with the criticisms of Vlastos 1952.117- 
18); Dodds 1951.135-78; Furley 1956.4, 10-11; Burkert 1972.134 n.78, 136; Vernant 
1983.381-85. A recent survey of mind-body dualism in Plato takes for granted the 
dominant "Orphic” genealogy of the Platonic soul, locating the care of the soul within this 
framework (T. Robinson 2000.37-38). 

105 On shamanism, see esp. Dodds 1951.140-56, with the cautionary remarks of Burkert 
1972.164-65 and Bremmer 1983.24-39, 43-53. 

106 See Renehan 1980.111-27. Renehan disputes, however, that there is a genuine 
opposition between materiality (or corporeality) and immateriality (or incorporeality) in 
the Presocratics (and in all pre-Platonic thinkers) on the grounds that they lack concepts of 
body and matter as spatial extension (118-19, with n.33). Renehan's main target here is H. 
Gomperz 1932, who claimed to have found pre-Platonic uses of Aowpatoc with the sense 
of incorporeality: see esp. Renehan 1980.119-27; see also Huffman 1993.411-14, arguing 
that Philol. [DK44] B22, one of Gomperz's examples, is spurious. 

107 On Empedocles' relationship to mystery cults and Pythagoreanism, see Kingsley 1995. 
105 Metempsychosis: Xenoph. (DK21) B7, usually taken as referring to Pythagoras; see also 
Hdt. 2.123 and the discussion in Burkert 1972.120—36. For Heraclitus, see esp. DK22 B45; 
B85; B107; B115, with Nussbaum 1972. Two other Presocratic fragments featuring psukhē 
are problematic. Aristotle (De an. 405a19-21 = DK11 A22) attributes to Thales the idea 
that psukhé is a cause of motion (ktvytucov Ti), but Clarke 1995.297-98 persuasively 
argues that Aristotle supplies psukhe where Thales refers to theos. The representation of 
psukhē as a hegemonic principle at Anaximenes (DK13) B2 is also suspect: see Claus 
1981.122-25. 

100 The origins of the doctrines on reincarnation, for example, “are lost in obscurity” 
(Schibli 1990.107-8, with bibliography at n.10) See also Claus 1981.111-21, 
downplaying eschatological influences in the prehistory of Platonic dualism. There is a 
further question of how well eschatologically oriented theories of the soul articulated its 
relationship to the body: see Arist. De an. 407b15-26 (mentioning the Pythagoreans by 
name). The well-known oœua-oñua pun attributed to the Orphics by Plato (Cra. 400b9- 
c9; Grg. 493a1-3) gives little indication of how they might have specified the body's 
relationship to the soul. 

110 See Kingsley 1995.79-171, 328-30; Bernabé 2007. On Plato and Pythagoreanism more 
generally, see Burkert 1972.15-28, 83-96. 

11 Bulk: Renehan 1979.278. Lump: West 1978.295. The philological critique is partly 
strategic, because no amount of ingenuity has made the one word that would decisively 
eliminate the fragmentation of the Homeric hero, that is, psukhe, mean "self" in Homer. 
Arguments focused on the mind-soul-self thus tend to reject lexical analysis: against Snell's 
strong "lexical bias," see Gaskin 1990.2-5; Halliwell 1990.37-38. Conversely, Renehan 
1979.272 argues that a rebuttal of Snell's claims about sôma on philological grounds 
would weaken, if not refute, his entire argument about the fragmentation of the Homeric 
hero. 

112 Hirzel 1914.7; Herter 1957.209-10; West 1978.295; Renehan 1979.271. 

113 See Od. 12.67: mivakdg te veov xai oca dwtwy. Notice the parallel construction: 
noun plus dependent genitive. Cf. Koller 1958.277; Renehan 1979.272. 

114 On xrjooc in epic: Lynn-George 1996. 

115 See also Il. 18.161; [Hes.] Sc. 426-28. Critics have wavered on whether the soma here is 
alive or dead: see esp. Herter 1957. See also Redfield 1994.279 n.46: "Soma is used of a 
living body only when it is the prey of animals," with Koller 1958, who derives soma from 
oivouai, “to plunder,” and Merkelbach 1975.222. 


116 See Lonsdale 1990.50, emphasizing the repetition of ëxäon (23, 27). 

117 Il. 3.23, 7.79, 18.161, 22.342, 23.169; Od. 11.53, 12.67, 24.187. There are two 
passages where soma and psukhē are found in close proximity (Od. 11.51-54, 24.186-91). 
In both cases, psukhai in Hades complain about their unburied sômata: the stress here is on 
the denial of burial. Vernant’s (1991c.63; 1991d.84) use of soma as a generic term for 
corpse opposed to the psukhe in Homer or made into "the" body that is created at the 
moment of death is thus misleading. 

118 Segal 1971.36—41 notes the crescendo of animal images in book 22. See also Lonsdale 
1990.90-102; Redfield 1994.167-69, 193-203; Bouvier 2005. 

11» Vernant 1991c.71-72. It is in the belly of the animal that the hero encounters the most 
radical version of the thingness that Simone Weil described as the product of force in the 
Iliad: “To define force—it is that x that turns anybody who is subjected into it into a thing. 
Exercised to the limit, it turns man into a thing in the most literal sense: it makes a corpse 
out of him. Somebody was here, and the next minute there is nobody here at all; this is a 
spectacle the Iliad never wearies of showing us" (2005.3, emphasis in original). Given 
these associations, it seems unlikely that soma expresses personhood in Homer, as Hirzel 
1914.5-8 argues. 

120 Animals (both dead and alive): e.g., A. Pr. 463; E. Cyc. 225; Hdt. 2.39-40; Pi. N. 3.47; 
S. OC 1568. 

121 For the soma prepared for or associated with burial: And. 1.138; E. HF 703; IT 633; Hdt. 
2.86, 4.71. On the pyre: E. IT 1155; Supp. 1019, 1211; Pi. N. 9.23; S. El. 758; Tr. 1197. See 
also the expression nekron sômata at E. Pho. 1563; Supp. 358; Tro. 599. If the soma is 
unburied (E. Supp. 62) or abused (S. Ant. 1198), it is explicitly identified as such. 

122 See Bacch. 3.91 (açetn); E. Supp. 534 (nvedua); fr. 734K (= Temenos fr. 7 J.-V.L.) 
(agetn); and the epigram for the dead of Potideia (IG Is 1179 ID: aiOčo uèu bouxàc 
vmedéxoato, cdulata dÈ x0ov] tõvõe (the aether received the souls of these men, the 
earth their bodies). One of the earliest “mind-body” oppositions is found in the 
Theognidea, at frr. 649-50 (W2): à den Ilevin, ti éuois éruxeuiévr] opoic / opa 
KATALTXUVEIS Kai vóov ńuétegov (oh wretched Poverty, why lying on the shoulders do 
you shame our body and mind?). It is interesting to compare these lines to Od. 10.239-40, 
where Circe turns Odysseus's men into swine (oi dé cvv uèv xov kepadāg povrļv xe 
toixac Te / kai dépac, ALTĀO voùs Tv £urceóoc [they had the head, voice, hair, and build 
of pigs, but the mind was firm]). That nous in the Odyssey passage is set against an 
aggregate (head-voice-hair-demas) lends support to the claim that Homer does not 
recognize sóma as an appropriate term for the living body. Clarke 1999.118 arrives at a 
similar conclusion. 

12; Hes. Op. 539-40; the soma at [Hes.] Sc. 426 is also quite clearly alive. On clothing the 
soma: e.g., A. Pers. 199; E. Cyc. 330; El. 544; Hdt. 7.61. 

124 Archil. fr. 196a.51 (W2). Merkelbach 1975 tried to adapt the idea of “prey” to the new 
Archilochean evidence. The result was an inadvertently feminist reading of the poem, in 
which the speaker's treatment of the girl turns her into a mere object (222). Slings 1975 is 
skeptical and takes the Archilochean passage as one of the oldest attestations of soma as 
living body. 

125 Cephisod. fr. 3.1 (PCG); Hdt. 1.195, 4.191, 7.69. 

126 E. Ba. 620; Hdt. 3.125. 

127; Strength: E. Rh. 382; Hdt. 1.31; Th. 7.75. Loss of strength in old age: S. OC 610. 

128 Embrace: E. El. 1325; Ion 519; S. OC 200. Struck: A. Th. 896; Antiphon 3.4; Hdt. 6.117. 
129 Claus 1981.182; see also Vlastos 1945; 1946; 1952.121-23, on Presocratic naturalizing 
approaches to the soul. Claus decisively opposes his own approach to studies focused on 
the psukhē as transcendent: see esp. 1981.1-7; on the psukhe as a life-force or the 
emotional seat, see also Burnet 1916.253-56; Furley 1956.6-7; Darcus 1979a; Bremmer 
1983.13-69 (on "body souls" that endow body with life and consciousness); Laks 


1999.250-51; Lorenz 2003. In reaching his conclusions, Claus downplays the evidence 
from Heraclitus that suggests he saw psukhe as a rational agent (see esp. 1981.125-38). 
But this does not seriously affect Claus's claim about the role of “rationalistic” ideas about 
the body (which he himself does little to specify) in giving shape to psychic agency, only 
the historical priority he wishes to give to Socrates. 

130 I do not mean to imply that suffering in the ancient world always made sense, only that 
the predominant cultural practices of interpretation referred it to agents with intentions 
and emotions. 

131 I see these studies taking up Padel's provocative claim that the conditions for the 
sporadic efflorescence of tragedy across two and a half millennia of Western history are 
found in cultures “poised on some momentary cusp between theological, or 
daemonological, and innovative scientific explanations for human pain.... Maybe," she 
goes on, “a medical and theological tug-of-war between religious and scientific 
explanation encourages an attention to madness as illustration of human suffering that is 
best expressed in tragedy" (1995.247). Padel thus treats the suffering subject in Attic 
tragedy as a historically contingent figure—a symptom of the friction in this period 
between religion and science, medicine and theology. Yet, in her own studies of tragic 
interiority, she tends to collapse distinctions. As Christopher Gill observes in a review, 
“One difficulty with this suggestion,"—that is, the importance of a "tug-of-war" between 
religious and scientific explanation—“as a way of summarizing her own approach, is that 
she tends ... to present the fifth-century medical, religious, and tragic perspectives as 
(similar) aspects of a single thought-world, so that she provides little basis for seeing in 
Greek thought a transition from religious to scientific perspectives" (1996b.264). 

132 For new perspectives on the “Greek miracle," see Goldhill and Osborne 2006; Osborne 
2007. See also Laks 2006.107-22, on the figure of rupture in the history of early Greek 
philosophy. The concept of revolution has been problematized more generally in the 
history of modern science: see Osler 2000, who still stresses that in contextualizing the 
canon we need not deny historical change (8). 


CHAPTER ONE 


Before the Physical Body 


ARISTOTLE DESCRIBED the Iliad as rich in suffering. It is likely that the poem's 
violence, together with its slow crescendo of grief, leaves most readers in 
agreement. At the same time, the epic celebrates the effulgence of the hero, 
which Jean-Pierre Vernant sees as a mortal's participation, albeit limited, in 
“that splendor that always clothes the body of a god.”: The hero's fragility and 
his radiance meet at a point of great intensity in the poem. Achilles has killed 
Hector and stripped him of his armor: 


GAAOL dE TEQISQALIOV viec Axatcv, 
oi xai Orjcavao bury xai cidos àyntòv 
"EkTogoc'otd &oa ot Tig AVOUTNTI ye TAQÉOTM. 
dE dé ttc eirteokev iðwv čg nÀnoiov &AAov: 
© TOTTOĻ, T] UdAG OT] HAAQKOTEQOS àupapáacðar 
"EKTWO T) óxe vrjac évértorjoev TVEL KA.” 
OG AQA TIG eirteoke xai OVTIJOAOKE TAOAOTĀG. 


(Il. 22.369—75) 


And the other sons of the Achaeans came running about him, 

and gazed upon the stature and on the imposing beauty 

of Hector; and none stood beside him who did not stab him; 

and thus they would speak one to another, each looking at his neighbor: 
"See now, Hector is much softer to handle than he was 

when he set the ships ablaze with the burning firebrand." 

So as they stood beside him they would speak, and stab him. 


The Achaeans, awestruck, are compelled to look at Hector's phue, his breeding 
or stature, and his eidos, his visible form. These terms, like demas, the “build” of 
the body, and khros, “skin, complexion, tint," focus on how the hero appears. 
The latter term, khros, however, is also the covering of the inner parts. This 
covering is not irrelevant to the scene of Hector's death. For the Achaeans are 
compelled, too, to pierce Hector's soft skin, thereby demonstrating how easy it 
is in the end to drive the bronze into a man whose brilliance, magnified by the 
firebrand, once made him appear invincible. Fascinated by the beautiful form, 
yet eager to violate its integrity, the Achaeans have a conflicted relationship to 
Hector's corpse that is not unlike the Iliad's relationship to its mortal heroes. 
Yet, if the many wounds inflicted on Hector's corpse draw attention to skin 


that is neither stone nor iron (où ... A(00c yews ovó£ oí?r]ooc, Il. 4.510), the 
other major death in the Iliad, that of Patroclus, reveals another kind of 
vulnerability. In the final moments of his aristeia, his *moment of glory," 
Patroclus is struck from behind by Apollo. His eyes spin, strength flows out of 
his limbs, and his armor falls to the ground, setting him up for a deadly human 
attack: the Trojan Euphorbus drives his spear into Patroclus before Hector steps 
in to deal the final blow. From one perspective, the Trojans' assault simply 
mimics the god's. Yet these attacks differ on a crucial point. Whereas the 
weapons of Euphorbus and Hector draw blood, Apollo's blow produces 
symptoms of hidden damage. Patroclus is thus vulnerable to the god in a way 
that he is not to his mortal enemies. If the skin is irrelevant in this scenario, it 
suggests that Patroclus has a second set of boundaries that can be transgressed. 
How are these boundaries constituted? How are they violated? If we are to 
understand what was different about medical interpretations of the symptom in 
the fifth and fourth centuries, we need to look at how discontinuities in the self 
are described and understood in our earliest evidence. 

It is easy to comprehend how a spear pierces the flesh. It is more challenging 
to imagine how a god or a daimon hurts a person. In this chapter, I try to make 
sense of magico-religious ideas about the harm caused by immortals by 
adopting two broad perspectives on the person: the “seen” and the "felt." In the 
category of the “seen,” I include both of the ways in which Hector appears to 
the Achaeans after his death: as a three-dimensional, penetrable object; and as a 
human form, distinguished by its breeding, phue, and a particular look, eidos. I 
use the category of the "felt" to refer to the conscious field that constitutes the 
unity of the self, as well as the daemonic energies that cut across it. I do not 
differentiate between “body” and “mind.” For, while thinking about something 
is not the same as touching it, the distinction between physical and mental does 
not help with the questions that concern me here.» 

By recognizing the seen and the felt as different dimensions of the person, I 
am trying to avoid privileging one of these dimensions at the expense of the 
other. More specifically, I am seeking an alternative to two of the more 
prominent approaches to Homeric “psychology” in the past few decades, one 
that emphasizes what I am calling the seen, the other what I am calling the felt. 
The first of these approaches has tried to correlate the rich vocabulary of 
human parts in Homer with an anatomical-physiological body that we are 
presumed to share with the early Greeks. Such an approach, I argue, neglects 
how important embodied experience is to ideas of the human being in early 
Greek poetry. We cannot assume, however, that what we consider to be 
embodied experiences are always seen this way by the Greeks. I am thinking 
here of the tendency in recent years to treat the gods as simple projections of 
what the person is feeling or thinking.s This second approach fails to give due 
weight to our evidence, which not only recognizes the presence of potentially 
seen agents in a world external to the self but also makes their actions central to 
human experience. 

If these approaches are limited in their account of the person in Homer, 
alternatives cannot simply affirm the importance of the seen and the felt but 
must attempt to understand how they interact. For it is clear that these are not 


hermetically sealed categories but different, often complementary ways of 
experiencing and knowing: seeing, for example, has a felt dimension (the awe, 
for example, felt by the Achaeans when they gaze upon Hector's corpse); what 
one person feels is often accompanied by signs seen by others.: In this chapter, I 
try to trace how these modes of experience interact at the moment an immortal 
affects a mortal. I thus adopt the seen and the felt as necessarily imperfect 
categories in the interest of making an argument about what we can observe in 
our earliest evidence of the relationship between symptoms (what they feel like, 
but also how they register for others) and a potentially seen world of gods and 
daemonic agents that is rich in social meaning. 

It might be argued that we cannot rely on the Homeric poems—or any other 
early Greek poetry—to tell us much about what people in the archaic period (or 
in earlier periods) truly thought about the gods' role in human experience.s It is 
true that these poems depict a rarefied world under unusually strong generic 
constraints. While Homeric scenes of wounding and death, for example, appear 
vividly real, we must also remember they are shaped by a poetic tradition from 
the level of the word to the unfolding of the theme.s Genre and theme exercise 
particular pressure on representations of disease in the poems. Scholars have 
often rightly observed that heroic epic, as a rule, has little interest in the kinds 
of diseases that the medical writers describe; even the two diseases most 
common in lyric poetry and tragedy, madness and eros, are largely absent.; 
When disease does appear in the Homeric poems, it enacts broader thematic 
concerns. The larger plot of the Iliad, the wrath of Achilles, is anticipated, for 
example, by the plague that Apollo sends against the Achaeans in the first book 
as punishment for Agamemnon's folly.s In the Odyssey, too, people suffer in 
ways consistent with the poem's preoccupations. Anticleia in Hades tells her son 
that she was robbed of life by longing for him (11.203). And when Odysseus is 
tossed onto the shores of Scheria at the end of book 5, his joy mirrors the 
rejoicing of children whose father has just shaken off a wasting daimon (394- 
97).» These diseases call to mind the spaces of wandering, waiting, and distress 
occupied by the Odyssey's characters. That both epics incorporate disease into a 
broader poetics of suffering would seem to confirm that they cannot be trusted 
as sources of historical information. 

But we do not have to assume an opposition between the “real” world and a 
literary or imaginative one. We might instead see the epic poems as developing 
perspectives that conform to generic expectations, while still illuminating 
concepts or details that belonged to a more complex and pragmatic approach to 
disease in early Greece.io Epic, for example, tends to focus on divine or 
daemonic agents of harm. The attention to agents can be related to the genre's 
pronounced interest in efficient causes (who? what?) and final causes (why?) as 
opposed to instrumental ones (how?).:: This interest can be understood, in turn, 
in light of epic's status as a narrative genre, whose commitment to plot can 
explain the heightened importance of reasons for actions. The poet's frequent 
attribution of cause to the gods may be explained further by the device of 
omniscient narration, which allows him to see into the divine world (though, of 
course, characters within the poems often attribute events to gods without 
knowing which god is involved). Other genres offer different perspectives. 


Seasonal causes of disease, for example, play a larger role in a text like Hesiod's 
Works and Days.12 Lyric poetry tends toward fatalism and dwells on effects, as in 
Sappho's famously precise elaboration of the symptoms of eros (fr. 31 L-P).13 In 
the larger context, then, an agent like the Apollo who sends down plague or 
strikes Patroclus looks particularly well suited to an epic poem. 

But despite its particular generic focus, epic exhibits beliefs about the gods' 
power and unseen harm that resurface in a range of archaic and classical texts. 
The Iliad is a profound meditation on how a ruler's blindness can destroy his 
people; but the far-reaching consequences of a king's transgressions, as well as 
those of any member of a community, are assumed by Hesiod, Pindar, and 
Plato.14 In the epics, the Olympian gods are infinitely attentive to human life; 
individual acts take on deep significance.1s Yet everyday symptoms, too, can be 
traced to gods and daimones.16 Crossing a river with unwashed hands incurs the 
gods' nemesis and future pain in Hesiod (Op. 741). In the Hippocratic treatise 
Airs, Waters, Places, Scythians attribute their impotence—mistakenly, in the 
author's eyes—to offenses against the gods (Aer. 22, Li 2.76 — 238,9-12 
Jouanna). Freedom from suffering, bodily or otherwise, can be correlated with 
the absence of divine displeasure (Antiphon 5.81-83). In Plato's Republic, the 
assumption that the gods cause bad things to happen to people is standard (2, 
379c2-7). When archaic poets relate afflictions, sensations, emotions, and 
mental states to divine and daemonic agents, this is not simply a poetic 
phenomenon. 

Yet, if divine and daemonic agency is not a poetic phenomenon, what does it 
tell us about early Greek ideas not only about unseen harm but also about the 
person more generally? It is well known that early and mid-twentieth-century 
scholars such as Snell and Hermann Fränkel believed that when Homer ascribes 
sudden emotion, insight, or pain to the interference of the gods, he is reflecting 
a culture still incapable of understanding personal autonomy. They thus 
disqualified Homer's heroes as genuine agents.:; Their critics have sought to 
overturn this conclusion by downplaying the gods' agency or even assimilating 
it entirely to motivations and forces within the person. But if this corrective has 
helped discredit the marionette model of the early Greek person advanced by 
Snell and Fränkel, it has also produced its own distortions. When we treat the 
gods as metaphors for “real” psychological elements, we ignore the historical 
process through which the very concept of psychology, especially moral 
psychology, becomes possible. We cannot understand that process without 
giving the gods' social and ethical agency due weight. 

I am by no means advocating a return to the marionette model. Rather, 
building on scholarship that has challenged the polarity between agency and 
passivity, I reexamine the dynamics of interaction between gods and people. In 
the introduction, I argued that because symptoms are particularly indeterminate 
sensations, they support a range of inferences or abductions about hidden 
causes. In the ancient Greek world, these abductions, as with abductions 
provoked by a wide spectrum of unusual events in archaic and classical texts, 
habitually involve gods and daimones.is They thus belong to what the 
anthropologist Alfred Gell has called “the abduction of agency.”19 There is, of 
course, space for these inferences to be wrong. Not every bird means something, 


as one suitor in the Odyssey says (2.181-82); although, if he were to realize he 
was in the Odyssey, he might be less blasé. Nevertheless, in archaic Greece and 
throughout the ancient Mediterranean, there is widespread evidence that people 
were receptive to potential signs and ready to trace unusual events to the gods 
and other daemonic agents.» The tendency within archaic Greek culture to 
infer the presence of gods behind unusual phenomena presumably contributed 
to the belief that discontinuities in the self indicated a divine presence. 

Symptoms are characterized by another kind of indeterminacy. Although I 
have associated them most closely with dramatic ruptures in experience, in 
some cases it is less clear whether a phenomenon counts as a disruption at all: 
experiences of otherness are often imprecise and, thus, subjectively and 
culturally determined. Given how fuzzy the line between the symptom and the 
feeling of a self can be, it may be useful to think of a culturally specific 
continuum traversing both the person and the terrain of the divine and the 
daemonic. This continuum would determine not only how perceptions and 
sensations of otherness are interpreted but also when perceptions and sensations 
register as other in the first place.» If Odysseus’s thumos counters what 
Odysseus (however we understand the referent of the proper name) thinks is the 
best course of action, this situation is perfectly consistent with how Greeks in 
the archaic and classical periods envisioned decision-making.» If an idea 
appears through the agency of a god, we sense both the intimacy of the human 
and the divine and the potential tension between them—think, for example, of 
Agamemnon's deceitful dream. Finally, in a trauma like the plague or cases 
where normally tractable parts of the self gain unexpected autonomy, the 
difference between the self and a daemonic other comes into sharp relief. At 
this end of the continuum, then, we could locate the scene in the Odyssey where 
Athena causes the suitors to laugh with “alien jaws" (yvaOpoict yeAcxov 
àAAotoioioiv, 20.347). The goddess’s appropriation of a part of the self is 
powerful enough to sever it from the proper name altogether. 

Thus, if the poet or a character infers that a god or another daemonic agent 
is acting on himself or another person, we should not conclude that we are 
dealing with a primitive or incomplete notion of subjectivity. Such abductions 
illustrate, rather, a fluid, experiential relationship between what is objectified as 
the self and what is objectified as other, as well as the role of culture in 
determining how this otherness is interpreted. It can be hard for modern 
readers, who tend not to see gods behind surges of strength or sudden pain, to 
recognize the complex conditions under which an event or feeling would have 
encouraged a Greek of this period to infer the intentions of a god. Yet these 
difficulties should lead us neither to dismiss the gods' agency as a turn of 
phrase, nor to equate the possibility of that agency with the necessity of 
referring everything to gods, nor to deny human desires, intentions, and 
deliberations.24 If we recognize that the boundaries of the hero are, in fact, 
strengthened by the alien intentions and forces that traverse him, we can stop 
worrying that the Homeric hero is less than a person, while leaving open the 
possibility that these boundaries can be rethought. 

In sum, then, I approach the Homeric poems and other poetic sources as 
evidence for a magico-religious framework for interpreting symptoms that, far 


from denying the boundaries of a self, helps to constitute them. I try to keep in 
mind the caveats set out above regarding the use of literary evidence in making 
historical claims. At the same time, I believe we also need to consider that 
literature and art do not simply reflect cultural assumptions and practices but 
also sustain and shape them. From this perspective, a genre such as epic, like 
ritual practice, lends support to a magico-religious worldview. Indeed, it is 
precisely because Plato assumes, in the Republic, that epic has so much cultural 
capital that he wants to appropriate its power to give a different account of 
human suffering.» Plato's explanation of suffering in that text turns out to be 
strongly influenced by contemporary medical explanations of disease. And the 
medical writers, too, are encroaching, more or less aggressively, on existing 
cultural narratives about suffering to show how things inside the body, not 
gods, hurt a person. Before considering their accounts in detail, however, I 
would like to look more closely at the narratives whose authority they are 
seeking to arrogate, closing with a brief examination of how magico-religious 
explanations of disease inform ancient healing practices. 


DAEMONIC VIOLENCE 


Barely ten lines into the Iliad, a terrifying disease strikes. The priest Chryses, 
having failed to ransom his daughter from Agamemnon, urges Apollo to “let the 
Danaans pay for my tears with your missiles" (teicetav Aavaoi čHā ðákova 
ootot BéAeootv, 1.42); the god obliges: 


OG épax evxópevoc, xov O ÉkAve DoifBoc ArtóAAcv, 

pr] dé kat OVĀLHTOLO kagr]vov XWOLLEVOS KTJO, 

TOE OHOLOLV EXWV AphnoEebéa xe paočronv: 

éxAayEav ð '&g OiOTOL ET’ pov XWOLEVOLO, 

avtov KUVIJBĒVTOG*O 6 Mie VUKTL £oucoc. 

éCet Éneit AnAVEVOE VEwv, petà O iov énke 

Šetvī] dé kĀAYYT) yévex AQYUEEOLO poio 

ovQrjac LEV TOOTOV ÈNWXETO xai KUVAG AQYOUG, AVTAQ Énevc 
avtotot BéAoc čķemevkčg ¿peis 

páAA'aiei dé runai vexócv Katovto Oapetaí. 


(IL. 1.43-52) 


So he spoke in prayer, and Phoebus Apollo heard him, 

and strode down along the pinnacles of Olympus, angered 

in his heart, carrying across his shoulders the bow and the hooded 
quiver; and the shafts clashed on the shoulders of the god, in anger 
moved. He came as night comes down and knelt then 

apart and opposite the ships and let go an arrow. 

Terrible was the clash that rose from the bow of silver. 

First he went after the mules and the circling dogs, then let go 

a tearing arrow against the men themselves 

and struck. The corpse fires burned everywhere and did not stop burning. 


The representation of Apollo's action displays several striking tensions. First, 
consider its adverbs and prepositions: Apollo descends, like night, from 
Olympus to the plains of Troy.27 Yet, once he is in the vicinity of the ships, he 
sits down apart from (andvev8e) them. The image of the god striding down 
anticipates the impending interference of the divine world in the human, but 
these worlds touch without overlapping. What crosses the last stretch separating 
the god and the army is the arrow. The god's anger cuts to the heart of the 
camp, yet he himself remains outside it. 

Second, these arrows provoke all kinds of noise for the listener of the poem: 
they clash on Apollo's shoulders as he moves; the bow gives forth a terrible 
clang with their release. But the enjambment in the final line suggests that the 
attack arrives for the army much as the verb ball(e), “he struck," does for the 
listener: abruptly and without forewarning. Despite the fact that the animals 
succumb first—an omen of trouble—the account of the attack captures 
something central to symptoms, namely, that they appear from left field, from a 
place that you can neither see nor strike back at. Unlike the bellowing of the 
wounded Ares, which causes a shivering to take hold of both armies (5.862-63), 
the noisy quiver only acquaints us with the god's weapons. For the Achaeans, 
Apollo's baneful presence is announced not by the arrow but by the disease. 

Throughout antiquity, our sources understand the onset of plague in terms 
of Apollo's archetypal weapon.2s Arrows sent by Apollo and his sister, Artemis 
Toxodamnos, “arrow-conquering,” can also deliver sudden death, as they do to 
the children of Niobe.» Another powerful daemonic agent, Eros, is closely 
associated with the bow and arrow in tragedy and vase painting in the fifth 
century.s0 But why are arrows so important to concepts of illness and godsent 
suffering? One way of starting to answer this question is by recognizing that 
they call up a specific set of spatial and visual relations, as we saw in the 
description of the plague's arrival. By drawing a line from the hidden god to his 
unsuspecting victim, arrows make painfully evident a gap in the latter's field of 
vision. 

Because the archer commands a visual advantage over his victim, he is an 
ambiguous figure in the symbolic world of epic and in Greek warfare more 
generally. For, at least in theory, epic rules of engagement assume face-to-face 
combat.s1 The relationship between the combatants, described by verbs prefixed 
by anti-(àvtiáw, àvufoAéo, àävrona), “opposite,” entails reciprocal seeing 
(avta idwv, e.g., 13.184, 17.305), as well as the public, ritualized exchange of 
weapons and words.: The ideal of frontal engagement is further supported by 
the shame that comes with a wound in the back, which is interpreted as a mark 
of flight.ss However unreal such an ideal was, epic poetry, and the archaic and 
classical ideology of warfare more generally, appears uncomfortable with the 
idea that the enemy might be behind you. 

This is not to say that the poet of the Iliad refuses to recognize that an 
enemy might approach or attack unnoticed. The Trojan warrior Dolops is killed, 
for example, when Menelaus, coming up from the side unobserved (AaOwv), 
hits him with a spear from behind (15.540-42). In this instance, however, the 
stealth of the attack appears to indict its perpetrator Menelaus, never known for 
his warcraft, more than its victim. Hector, facing Ajax in single combat, boasts, 


“but I have no wish to strike you, great as you are, by stealth, watching for my 
chance [Aá001 órurtePcac]" (7.242-43), implying that such a strategy would 
diminish his stature. The adverb lathrei, like the verb lanthano, marks an 
inequitable distribution of knowledge: this is how gods move among men and 
couple with women (13.352, 16.184), or how Aegisthus kills Agamemnon (Od. 
4.92). It is not, however, how you should kill your opponent in epic warfare, at 
least under normal conditions. Menelaus's attack, then, appears compromised 
by its adverb. In the case of Dolops, we are dealing no longer with a warrior 
facing a stronger opponent but with a warrior who is vulnerable because he 
cannot see his attacker. 

Menelaus is fighting with the spear, but it is primarily the archer who gains 
his advantage by striking from outside his victim's field of vision and whose 
own vision is often stressed.» Harpalion retreats “glancing warily in all 
directions [m&vtooe nantaivwv], lest someone should wound him with a 
bronze" (Il. 13.649). But he cannot, for all his caution, see the arrow of 
Meriones coming to kill him. Arrows deliver two of the most important and 
unexpected plot developments in Homeric epic. When the archer Pandarus 
takes aim at Menelaus as the two armies are negotiating a truce in book 4 of the 
Iliad, his arrow comes out of left field for all involved. Odysseus, still in the 
guise of the beggar, takes his first step toward reclaiming Ithaca by shooting an 
arrow at Antinoôs as he is about to take a sip of wine, when “in his heart there 
was no thought of murder" (Od. 22.11-12). The audacity of Odysseus's plan lies 
in the fact that instead of assuming a space of rule-governed combat where the 
arrow appears as the interloper, it puts the archer front and center and exploits 
the suitors’ belief that they lie outside the boundaries of the game.:s 

Like a sophistic argument, archery permits the weaker to tackle the stronger. 
Diomedes, hit by Pandarus's arrow, asks Athena to *grant that I might kill this 
man and come within spearcast, he who struck me first [óc u épaAe 
Q0ápevoc]" (IL. 5.118-19), where the verb phthano, “to get in front of" or “to 
be first," expresses the archer's visual advantage. Diomedes' scorn comes out in 
the open later, when, after a second arrow wound, he calls the arrow the 
weapon of a “nobody, a man lacking fighting power" (àvógóc àváAxioc 
oùtiðavoio, 11.390), a charge that dogs the bowman throughout antiquity.s6 
When blame is attributed to the archer, it is, in turn, deflected from the victim. 
In an anecdote related by Thucydides, an Athenian ally taunts a prisoner of the 
battle of Sphacteria that the true Spartans were those who fell in combat. The 
prisoner replies that arrows would be worth a lot if they could pick out the 
brave from the cowardly. Thucydides' gloss is, “those killed were the ones who 
happened to encounter [tvīvyxdvwv] stones and arrows" (4.40). Here, where 
the missiles become blows of chance, the conditions of praise and blame are 
nullified. 

It is precisely the archer's exemption from fair play that assimilates him to 
the gods. For the gods, too, regularly violate the rules of visual reciprocity, 
often with equally damaging results. The similarities between the archer and 
the god are brought out neatly in book 15, where we can observe nested layers 
of visibility. Teucer, aiming his arrow at an unsuspecting Hector, cannot escape 
the shrewd mind of Zeus (KAA ov Ar]0e Atos TuKtvov vóov, 461), who overrides 


the archer's intention by breaking his bowstring and striking the arrow aside. 
Hector uses the strange event to rally his troops, claiming that he has witnessed 
the arrows of his opponents frustrated by Zeus—perhaps naming Zeus in order 
to appropriate sovereign power for his own plan to take the offensive in battle. 37 
Teucer's brother, Ajax, simply credits god, theos; Teucer himself blames daimon 
for cutting short his plans (15.468).ss Each explanation responds to the 
unexpected eruption of a different order of causality within the world of 
combat: it is because the event has no obvious cause— Teucer pointedly remarks 
that he had just that morning bound his bow with a fresh-twisted sinew—that 
its witnesses infer divine or daemonic agency. Though the concept of daimon is 
difficult to determine in Homer, it appears to be associated with sudden and 
uncanny incursions of divinity into the observable order, especially those which 
bring about good or ill fortune: a daemonic world “crackl[es] with 
temperamental, potentially malevolent, divinity.”30 

The nature of the daemonic is expressed with particular clarity by the arrow 
and the visual asymmetries it exposes. But daemonic attack may take other 
forms, as we see in another crucial instance of Apollo’s aggression in the Iliad: 
the death of Patroclus. In narrating the god’s attack on Patroclus, the poet 
adapts the tropes that we saw earlier in relation to the plague to the idiom of 
close combat, while also proleptically tracing the fatal arrow wound that the 
Iliad does not describe, that of Achilles.« Like Achilles, Patroclus is a 
remarkably proto-tragic hero, pushing beyond what is fated (16.707). As he 
charges a fourth time against the Trojans, the narrator equates him with a 
daimon (ðaíuovı icoc, 16.786; cf. 705), marking the tension between the more- 
than-human warrior and the all-too-human victim of the gods.« This tension 
breaks through in the apostrophe of the next line: “There, Patroclus, the end of 
your life was shown forth" (£vO' dea xot IIáxtookAe pávy Bidtoto teAevtn, 
16.787), a line that is, of course, unheard by Patroclus, just as the end of his 
life, coming into our view, cannot be seen by him. 

It is within this proto-tragic framework that the poet stages Patroclus’s 
encounter with Apollo. But “encounter,” perhaps, is the wrong word. For the 
anti-verbs of face-to-face engagement that appear (rjvrero, 788; avteBdoAnoe, 
790) are quickly undercut by clues of the relationship's true asymmetry. After 
all, how does one meet in combat (avtiBoAéw) the one who strikes from afar 
(ékarnfB6Aoc)?:2 Shrouded in a deep mist, Apollo moves through the crowd 
unnoticed by Patroclus before coming to stand behind him (ot © óruOev, 
791). As in the account of Apollo's attack in book 1, there is a highly effective 
enjambment in the narration of Apollo's arrival: *Phoebus came against you in 
the strong encounter, terrible" (rjvtexo yae tot PoīBog čvi koateof vouivn / 
Šetvog, 788-89). By the time we hear the word deinos, “terrible,” the god is 
already upon Patroclus. Moreover, like the plague victims, Patroclus cannot see 
what hit him. Struck on the back by Apollo's downturned hand (xeigi 
Katamonvel, 792), his eyes spin—a rare anticipation of one of tragedy's most 
important symptoms of inner crisis—ate seizes him, and he is left dazed and 
naked before Euphorbus's spear.43 And if, when the far-shooter strikes from up 
close, he strikes from behind, it appears necessary that Euphorbus's attack come 
from the same place, despite the fact that we are not told how Patroclus has 


been turned around.4 It comes as no surprise that Euphorbus, slinking away, 
looks as cowardly as an archer. 

Patroclus, it would seem, is struck quite literally by Apollo. Dramatic 
symptoms are, in fact, frequently expressed, from the archaic period onward, 
not only in terms of arrows but also in terms of daemonic blows or seizures. The 
Chorus in Sophocles’ Ajax wonders about the blow (rAnyr)) from heaven that 
has felled their leader (278-79); while, in Aristophanes' Birds, someone out at 
night runs the risk of meeting the hero Orestes—heroes were among the agents 
that could be blamed for symptoms—and being struck (mAnyeic) by him all 
along his right side (1490—93).45 In the Homeric Hymn to Demeter, the goddess 
declares she will protect the infant Demophoón against magical attack 
(émnAvoin) and the “under-cutter” (brorkļvov, 228-30), probably a kind of 
daimēn.46 The shadowy figure of Ephialtes is held responsible for nightmares 
characterized by sudden, suffocating attacks and strong fevers: later popular 
etymology derives his name from the verb ephallomai, “to spring" or “to 
attack."4; The mad are “struck aside" (rtagáxortoc, naganenÀnyuévos).4s 

In these cases of attack, as in arrow attacks, the assailant often exploits a 
visual advantage over his victim. On vases and gems, gods and daimones are 
often depicted assaulting from above or behind.40 Ate, the godsent folly that 
leads one astray and the ruin that follows, walks with delicate feet on the heads 
of men (Il. 19.91-94).50 It is in part because daimones or gods see all while 
acting, like Apollo, clothed in mist, that they can disrupt human lives at will. sı 
“Who,” asks Odysseus, “could see with his eyes a god not wishing to be seen as 
he goes here or there?” (tic àv Oeov ovx £0éAovza / 6bBaAuotorv idor T) EVO’ 
T] évOa kiôvra, Od. 10.573—74). 

These descriptions of daemonic aggression are no doubt familiar to readers 
of Greek poetry. One might extend that familiarity to the Greeks, arguing that, 
at least by the classical period, these expressions were largely *metaphorical." 
Yet the Hippocratic writings themselves preserve evidence that daemonic 
violence was, in the classical period, still a persuasive explanation for 
symptoms, particularly spectacular ones, and worthy of energetic rebuttal. The 
most detailed attack in the corpus on those who would explain illness—here, 
epileptic seizure—in terms of the daemonic and the divine sheds some light on 
what these explanations might have looked like:52 


ioc; dE ovx OUTWS EXEL TAUTA, AAA’ AVOQEWTOL Biov óeópevor rtoAA& xai 
TLAVTOLA TEXVOVTAL Kai TOLKLĀAOVOLV éc xe TAAA TĀVTA xai EC tv VOUOOV 
TAUTTJV, ék&cto Elder TOD TABEOS DEG "lv aitinv TQOOTLDÉVTES. où yàg 
EVAAAA[E, &AAà]ss r'Aeováxic ye HV TAVTA ueuiunvtar ùv LEV yàọ aiya 
HHOVTAL KTV poúxwvtar KV xà óe£ux OTTVTAL Mnytéoa 086v oaov aitinv 
civar Tv dE O€UTEQOV Kai EvTOVWTEQOV ĒĒYYNTA, nnw cikáovo Kat act 
IIoceióécva aitiov civar r|v dé Kai TS kórtoov TL NAQ, Ô TOAAAKIS yívexat 
ŪTO THS VOUJOV fBialouévoioiv, Evoðins Oeoù TEdoKEtTAL T] ènwvvuin AV OE 
TUKVÉTEQOV Kai AenTtTÓTEQOV oiov óoviOec, ArtóAAcv vópuoc: Tv dé àþgòv èx 
TOV OTOMATOS Au] xai toloi Toot AaktiCn, Agns Tv aitinv ķer oict Oč 
VUKTÒG ÕEÍUATA NAQÍOTATAL xai POBOL kai TAQAVOLAL KAL AVATNÔAOLES ÈK 
ts KAivne kai peúvčies éEw, Ekátns paoiv civar truBoĀAg xai rjocxv 
èþóðovs. (Morb. Sacr. 1, Li 6.360-62 = 7,17-8,13 Jouanna) 


Perhaps things are not this way; rather people in need of an income concoct 
and devise many and varied fictions, about this disease as about other things, 
laying the blame for each expression of the affection upon a particular god. 
For it is not sometimes one thing, sometimes another that the patients imitate, 
but they are often the same things. If he imitates a goat, if he grinds his teeth, 
or suffers convulsion on the right side of his body, they say that the Mother of 
the Gods is responsible. If he utters a piercing, loud cry, they liken him to a 
horse and say that Poseidon is responsible. If he also passes some excrement, 
which often happens to those overpowered by the disease, the name of the 
goddess Enodia is supplied. If he utters a sounds: that is more frequent and 
thin, like that of a bird—Apollo Nomios. If he foams at the mouth and kicks, 
Ares holds responsibility. For those who suffer night terrors and fears and 
delirium and leap from their beds and run out of doors, they say that these are 
the assaults of Hecate and the attacks of the heroes. 


These interpretations of symptoms share a number of similarities with the 
diagnostic paradigms found in early Mesopotamian evidence.ss They also 
mobilize symbolic associations familiar from Greek cult.s6 This passage indicates 
that an etiological paradigm committed to daemonic and divine agency was no 
conceit of poets or painters. Our evidence about how symptoms were 
interpreted within a magico-religious framework is remarkably consistent in its 
emphasis on external attack, whether through arrows, blows, or seizures, and 
on the agents held responsible. This model is an important foil to medical 
explanation, even in cases where it is not targeted for rebuttal. 

If the modus operandi of divine assailants overlaps in significant ways with 
that of the mortal archer or the stealth fighter, what does this mean? Is 
Euphorbus imitating Apollo when he retraces the god's blow with visible, *real" 
weapons? Or is it Apollo who is acting like a human combatant, and a cowardly 
one at that? The god, like Euphorbus, exploits Patroclus's blind spot. Yet, 
although Apollo's encounter with Patroclus appears staged in the "real" space of 
the battlefield, there are, as it were, too many references to blindness: why does 
Apollo, already shrouded in mist, need to strike Patroclus from behind? These 
multiple cues suggest that something more is going on here—that, despite 
Apollo's apparent spatial proximity, his blow is more like his arrow in its ability 
to bypass the skin and strike Patroclus's core forces directly. 

We might understand Apollo's attack as straddling two dimensions of reality. 
That is, the attack appears choreographed in such a way as to map the basic 
epistemic asymmetry between mortals and immortals onto how bodies relate to 
one another on the battlefield, and specifically how they move in and out of 
fields of vision: knowing is expressed through seeing; seeing represents 
knowing.s; Apollo is thus exploiting two related types of vulnerability. On the 
one hand, he commands a simple power advantage over his victim—like a lion 
or a spear, he has the capacity to cause serious harm. On the other hand, as a 
god, he has an excess of knowledge or sight.ss At the moment he strikes 
Patroclus, Apollo uses this twofold power to translate Patroclus's 
defenselessness vis-à-vis the gods into his exposure, expressed through both 
blindness and nakedness, on the battlefield. A pair of mortal heroes then takes 
advantage of Patroclus's vulnerability as we shift from the logic of the symptom 


to the logic of the wound. 

Although we have been focusing on the relationships between mortals and 
immortals, the gods, too, turn out to be immune neither to epistemic 
asymmetries nor to the vulnerability they create. If the wounds of Ares and 
Aphrodite in Iliad 5 prove that divine skin can be violated,s0 Hera’s deception of 
Zeus in Iliad 14 illustrates how gods can harm or incapacitate other gods by 
exploiting their blind spots. Her mission relies on the aid of Hupnos, the 
personification of sleep. His power, in turn, requires that he not be seen by Zeus, 
a condition here, as in Iliad 16, that is marked by the poet. Arriving "before the 
eyes of Zeus alight on him" (magoc Aic dove idéo8at, 14.286), Hupnos 
positions himself up above the god atop the highest tree on Mount Ida, up in the 
aether. There, hidden by the branches, he assumes a bird disguise like those 
used by gods when they intervene in mortal affairs.co Zeus, trusting in his 
power, believes that not even sharp-eyed Helios will be able to see through 
(dtadçpäxot, 344) the cloud that he draws around himself and Hera to conceal 
their lovemaking. That very cloud, however, becomes the deep sleep that 
Hupnos pours out to block the god's vision. The cloud recalls the wave of eros 
that has already enveloped Zeus's phrenes (audexaAvwev, 294). Both sleep and 
desire thus translate Zeus's visual disadvantage vis-à-vis the personified Hupnos 
into a more disabling blindness that allows Hera to aid the Greeks. This is as 
close to a breakdown in Zeus's defenses as we get: because he has already 
secured his hegemony in the Iliad, there is no Euphorbus waiting in the wings. 
Those who die as a result of his blindness are, rather, his mortal protégés. sı 
Nevertheless, Zeus does have blind spots, and these are correlated with his 
occupation of space in human-like form. That is, it is his embodiment that 
creates the potential for infinite nesting: just as the archer Teucer can be seen 
and, hence, controlled by an unseen Zeus, so Zeus himself can be seen and 
controlled by Hupnos (who himself might be seen by another god). Nested 
visual asymmetries correspond to a continuum of ever more efficacious agency, 
which is as dependent on position—Zeus, for example, can become subject to 
Hupnos—as it is on a fated apportioning of power. 

When the poet choreographs Apollo's attack on Patroclus or describes the 
“meeting” of Hupnos and Zeus, he would seem to be anthropomorphizing his 
divine actors—that is, projecting the human onto the nonhuman. In a canonical 
article, T.B.L. Webster made bodily appearance one of the three major aspects 
of personification in the Greek world, together with physical life and movement 
and mental power and feelings.62 

But we might wonder what motivates the poet to endow the gods with 
bodies in the first place. They do not seem to need them in order to act: Zeus 
breaks Teucer's bowstring without any mention being made of how this 
happens. Hupnos describes himself “being poured" (àjupixvOeíc, 14.253) over 
the god's noos, rather than acting on him qua embodied agent.6s In fact, even 
actual contact between bodies does not tell us much about how a god exercises 
his power. If we look closely, when Apollo hits Patroclus “with downturned 
hand" (xewi Kkatamenvet, 16.792), he directly damages the flashpoints of 
Patroclus's agency: his limbs, his eyes, and his phrenes. The expression “with 
downturned hand" occurs in only one other place in the Homeric epics, in 


Odyssey 13: Poseidon strikes the ship of the Phaeacians “with downturned 
hand” in order to petrify it (164).c1 These attacks assume total susceptibility to 
a god's power, a power that in the Odyssey example is entirely unlike the power 
involved in mortal-on-mortal violence. They thus warn against applying our 
realism and its laws to Apollo's assault on Patroclus. 65 

Moreover, despite the fact that Apollo's slap is like an arrow or a blow from 
behind, it leaves neither a wound nor a bruise: the violation does not involve 
the skin.66 To understand what is going on here, we need to take a closer look at 
two ways of imagining the integrity of the person. I begin by sketching this 
integrity in neutral terms, but it will become increasingly clear that I am 
particularly interested in how it is violated and how violations are explained. I 
then return to the question of why human-like bodies are used to conceptualize 
divine and daemonic aggression. 


THE SEEN AND THE FELT 


The crippling impact of Apollo's slap would seem to confirm Frankel’s well- 
known claim that the Homeric subject is an open force field (offenes Kraftfeld).«7 
On the basis of this claim, Fránkel draws a conclusion that dovetails with those 
of Snell: “It is meaningless to ask where [the hero’s] own force begins and that 
from outside ends ... our own basic antithesis between self and not-self does not 
yet exist in Homeric consciousness.”6s Yet the idea of a Kraftfeld need not 
foreclose the integrity of the subject in Homer. Indeed, the spectacular loss of 
control that we have just witnessed in Patroclus makes sense only if the poet 
already has a working idea of the centripetal force of identity over and above 
the pressures of the external world. If a Homeric hero infers the presence of 
something daemonic—barring cases such as ate, where the knowledge of the 
daemonic blow is conferred retroactively—it is precisely because he has a finely 
calibrated awareness of norms both in himself and in the world around him: 
recall Teucer's pointed remark about the fresh sinew on his bow. The sense of 
self is not so much challenged by perceptions of otherness as built out of such 
perceptions. 

The sensed boundaries of the self are just one means of drawing up a person 
in Homer. The person also has a visibly unified form and structure, an eidos and 
a demas. He is a three-dimensional object covered by the khrôs, whose violation 
can cause the innards to fall out; he is a locus of internal dialogue severed from 
the public domain by the “wall of teeth." He is the center of intentions, a 
synthesis of energies directed outward through the limbs, melea and guia.c» He is 
bound together by forces, concentrated in the knees and limbs, that flow away 
if he is struck by fear or injured—indeed, death from one perspective is simply a 
loosening of the bonds that hold the person together.;o Boundaries within the 
person, though less fixed, are important, too. When the phrenes contain the 
thumos, a person thinks clearly.71 Andromache's ētor, usually somewhere in the 
chest, rises to her mouth when she learns of Hector's death (Il. 22.451—53). 

For the purposes of this chapter, I would like to narrow these ways of 
thinking about the boundaries of the self to two, one corresponding to 
violations via the weapon, the other implicated in daemonic-divine attack. The 


first set of boundaries concerns what I call the seen, that is, primarily the 
structure of the person and the skin, as well as the flesh and bones revealed by a 
deep wound; the second concerns the felt, that is, the cognitive-affective 
dimension of the person: surges of strength, emotions, thoughts, breath, and so 
on.72 The seen and the felt are, in essence, different perspectives on the person. 
The phrenes, for example, are both something that comes out on the tip of a 
spear (Il. 16.504) and a locus of feeling, pain, and thought. The limbs and knees 
may be enlivened by an influx of menos (Il. 5.122), unnerved by desire (Od. 
18.212), or weighted down by hunger (Il. 19.165—66).7: Yet they are also 
integral to the visible morphology of the person, as the phrenes are not. Neither 
of these ways of knowing gives access to a single “real” body onto which every 
kind of perception can be mapped. That is to say that no objective perspective, 
whether “anatomical” or “culturo-historical,” captures the subjective experience 
of embodiment. Each perspective is informed by both nature and culture; each 
is governed by its own logic. 

If the poet describes a spear entering the side of the nose, passing between 
the teeth and through the tongue, and coming out behind the angle of the jaw 
on the other side of the neck (Il. 5.290—93), he is assuming a person comprising 
both seen parts and potentially seen parts. By drawing a line between two 
points, the spear emphasizes the continuity of inside and outside: what enters 
this three-dimensional object passes through localizable parts and reemerges at 
a predictable point. Although the person's fleshy innards are revealed only at 
the moment of death, the anatomical knowledge informing the description of 
this moment is always available to the poet.74 In fact, because it is through 
identifying with the target of his weapons that the hero maps his own points of 
weakness, that knowledge is available in some sense to the warrior, too.7s Battle 
is an education in the topography of an object that can be wounded in many 
different ways. 

In contrast, Homer's descriptions of, say, the thumos, assume a felt 
relationship to a self whose boundaries are more difficult for us to reconstruct, 
though no less real. For the self does not simply occupy space in relation to 
other objects. It is also a conscious field.75 Guillemette Bolens has persuasively 
suggested that this integrated, felt awareness of the self is the primary meaning 
of thumos.7; In truth, the domain of the felt covers a whole complex of things 
that have been the object of prolonged and vexed study by modern scholars, not 
only thumos but also etor, ker, kradie, phren/phrenes, prapides, and sometimes 
menos, noos, and psukhe. Part of the trouble in these studies is the tension they 
perceive between the spatial qualities of (most of) these entities—things are 
located in them, they are subject to attack, they at times appear to have definite 
coordinates inside the person—and their role as faculties. Much energy, 
moreover, has been devoted to determining their anatomical referents. The very 
difficulty of reconciling Homer's innards with our understanding of the body 
can explain why so many of these studies feel inconclusive. 

One strategy for avoiding some of these problems has been to jettison the 
principle of difference within this field of terms altogether and to focus on the 
collective behavior of the various parts. Thomas Jahn has argued that the terms 
ētor, ker, kradiē, thumos, phrēn/phrenes, and  prapides are basically 


interchangeable in Homer insofar as their psychological function is concerned, 
concluding that the use of individual terms is largely determined by metrical 
convenience.7s Developing the implications of Jahn’s findings, Michael Clarke 
has attributed thoughts and emotions in Homer and other archaic poetry to a 
single psychological “apparatus,” which any single term may invoke.» Whereas 
scholars seeking to define and identify each member of what Clarke calls the 
“thumos-family” have tended to see the Homeric self as fragmented, Clarke 
concludes that the very difficulty of assigning functions to individual *organs" 
confirms that we are dealing with a single apparatus.so 

Both Jahn and Clarke, however, continue to work with a basic notion of 
physical location in opposition to mental function.s: Thus, despite the fact that 
all the parts work together, they are still parts, whose identities are secured 
through anatomical or physiological difference. The commitment to the 
underlying corporeal reality of the Homeric self has proved tenacious. R. B. 
Onians's identification of thumos with breath, for example, continues to look 
attractive to scholars.s» Yet, even if this identification captures something of the 
mobility and the ephemeral nature of thumos, it nevertheless risks mistaking 
thumos for an ahistorical, physical stuff. As Onians himself observes, thumos 
“expressed a much richer concept for the Homeric Greeks than our ‘breath’ or 
mere outer air received and expelled."ss Thumos is as much defined by its power 
to impel a warrior to battle as it is through its warmth or its vaporous nature. 
Moreover, its warmth and its cloudiness are gauged from a primarily subjective 
viewpoint that treats thumos within the person, not in terms of our notion of 
breath, but as something both gaseous and liquid— "breath related to blood" we 
might say; Homer says simply thumos.s4 Breath and thumos, then, share some 
properties but not others. Those properties we do not recognize are not cultural 
additions to a physical reality. Rather, they register what it feels like to inhabit 
a body at a particular cultural and historical moment as much as how a body is 
seen. 

Similar caveats are worth keeping in mind when we deal with the phrenes. 
On the basis of their later identification with the diaphragm in medical writing, 
some scholars have assumed they have the same meaning in earlier literature; 
others, arguing that the language Homer uses to describe the phrenes suggests 
containing structures—the plural is more common—probably fitted around the 
heart, have equated them with the lungs.ss Once this identification is in place, 
the frequent description of the phrenes as dark can be referred to the fact that 
“the adult lung is bluish grey"; another common adjective, pukinos, “close, 
dense,” but also “wise,” is explained by the “multitude of branching passages 
and veins within each lung and the intricate tracery, the polygonal lobules of 
the outside.”s6 Yet, what does it mean to identify the phrenes with the lungs? If, 
for example, the epic poets say that wine “holds” or “goes around” or “weighs 
down" the phrenes, are they making a mistake?s7 Onians thinks that the fact that 
the lungs do not receive wine is irrelevant to an investigation of ancient belief 
(a tacit acknowledgment that he believes the ancients are, indeed, mistaken on 
this point).ss In fact, the emergence of the use of physiological facts in 
arguments about reality is deeply relevant to ancient beliefs about the person. 
Consider the Hippocratic treatise On Diseases IV, whose author firmly believes 


that it is erroneous to say the lungs, here identified as pleumones, are moistened 
by wine.s His perception of error is founded on a view of anatomical and 
physiological reality not unlike the view we use to gauge the archaic poets' 
mistake: he refers, among other things, to the softness and delicacy of the lungs, 
and the idea of the lung as hollow, resonant space. Yet we cannot assume the 
anatomical and physiological reality of the lungs is the touchstone of truth in 
the Homeric poems. This is not to say what we call anatomy or physiology has 
nothing to do with archaic views of the person. Rather, human beings are 
simply not imagined in these terms. In Homer, phrenes are just phrenes: they 
turn (Il. 6.61) and flutter (Od. 22.298); they are deceived by love (Od. 15.421), 
bitten by words (Il. 5.493), and maddened by wine (Od. 21.297). The fact that 
we have bodies would seem to bring us closer to Homer. But by assuming 
anatomy as the "real" that we share with Homer, we risk forgetting the 
historical, cultural, and scientific schemas that mediate our own embodied 
experience and encounters with the innards. 

What happens when the flesh is cut open in Homer? The phrenes, we have 
seen, can exit the chest on a spearhead.s2 Does the cut establish a continuum 
between the felt and the seen? As it turns out, whatever appears through the cut 
seems to belong to the register of the visual and its laws, losing any relationship 
to cognition and emotion. In fact, epic poetry associates the revelation of 
innards with the moment of death, when the warrior is on his way to becoming 
a corpse and, hence, no longer animated from within.os Only with the inquiry 
into nature and the subsequent changes to medicine does the inside of the living 
body come to be imagined primarily as potentially seen, a historical shift that 
culminates with the desire of Hellenistic physicians to bear witness to the inner 
life of the body through vivisection.o In that intellectual climate, an epic poet 
might mime an anatomist: in charting the workings of the Erotes inside Medea, 
Apollonius describes a terrible pain smoldering through her flesh, going on to 
map its path onto the structures (e.g., the nerves) discovered by his 
contemporary Herophilus (3.762-63). In Homer, by contrast, the world of the 
felt is not referred back to an anatomical substratum; limbs and organs and skin 
are not viewed primarily as objects. The world of the felt has its own 
boundaries, and these boundaries are crossed in specific ways. 


THE BOUNDARIES OF THE FELT 


It has become clear that a daemonic force like hupnos does not so much violate 
the boundaries of the seen as bypass them altogether to produce an unmediated 
effect on the felt. How should we understand this effect? We can start to answer 
this question by exploring the flow of forces in and through the felt. First, felt 
forces participate in the dynamics of wind and water, best expressed in the 
surging and turning of the sea. Thoughts whirl in the chest (Od. 20.217-18). 
Thumos moves like rushing winds and tempests.o7 Anguished deliberation is as 
tumultuous as a blizzard or a rainstorm (Il. 10.5-10). In objectifying inner 
turmoil in words, the epic poet draws on a natural world that is both seen and 
felt: the idea of the troubled sea, for example, may assume not only the 
spectacle of waves but also the feeling of being at sea in a storm. Whereas, for a 


Hippocratic author, wind is "invisible to sight, visible to reason" (Flat. 3, Li 6.94 
= 106,9-10 Jouanna) wind in Homer is not the opposite of the seen but 
describes another mode of experience.os 

Thumos not only behaves like wind but is also affected by it; if a swelling sea 
is like an unsettled person, it may also provoke those unsettling feelings.»» That 
there are continuities between forces outside the person and inside the person 
does not mean, however, that it is useless to distinguish between not-self and 
self, as Fránkel asserted, for the reason that boundaries are perceived in relation 
to a unified conscious field. 

Moreover, the person is not simply aware of this felt domain of the self but 
exercises a degree of intentionality over the stuffs-forces found there, such as 
penthos, “grief”; kholos, “anger”; and thumos itself. A warrior “remembers” or “is 
mindful of" his alke, “strength.”100 Conversely, he can check these energies. 
Peleus advises Achilles as he sets out for Troy: ^My child, Athena and Hera will 
give you power, if they wish, but you check the greathearted thumos in your 
chest” (tēkvov &uóv, kägros u&v AOnvain te xai "Hor / dwoovo, ai r £0£Acot, 
ov d& LLeyadntoga Ovuóv / ioxetv èv ocj0scou Il. 9.254-56). In other 
relationships, the direction of power appears fuzzier. If Bellerophon gnaws at 
his thumos, for example, we are led to imagine inner turmoil, rather than fully 
intentional action.ioi The innards can themselves act on a person. Nevertheless, 
in practice these distinctions appear to matter little. The poet moves easily 
between expressions like Achilles nursed his anger (Il. 4.513) and those like 
“anger seized her" (IL 4.23) or “came upon them" (Il. 9.525). Innards are 
responsive to the person in a way that humors will not be, creating a dynamic 
and continuous field of experience.102 

Peleus's advice to Achilles assumes that he is not the only agent whose 
intentions affect the domain of the felt: what Hera and Athena want (ai k' 
&£0éAco1) also determines what happens there. Peleus describes an overlap or 
perhaps even a fusion of intentionality. It is often the case that when the hero 
does what he most strives to do or acts in the most praiseworthy way, he senses 
the gods in his act. Insofar as his aims and actions are derived from, and take on 
value in relationship to, a set of ideals shared by his community, what matters 
is not where the reasons for action "originate," that is, inside or outside the self, 
but what they achieve. It is that achievement which confers honor on the hero, 
whose success is never his alone.103 

In other contexts, however, the presence of the divine or the daemonic is 
perceived through a rupture or discontinuity within the conscious field of the 
self. Consider an example from Iliad 19, where Odysseus is urging Achilles to 
allow the troops to eat: 


OÙ yàg ĀVIJO TOOTIAV HUA &c NEALOV KATAŠVVTA 
ĀKĻITJVOG citoi DUVOETAL AVTA u&xecOavr 

el TEQ yàg Ovi ye uevoáa roAepuíCetw, 

GAAG te AáOor, yvia Baobvezau, NOE KIXAVEL 
ditpa te xai AG, BAABetat dé TE YOUVAT IOVTI. 


(Il. 19.162—66) 


For a man will not have strength to fight his way forward all day 

long until the sun goes down if he is starved for food. Even 

though in his heart he be very passionate for the battle, 

yet without his knowing it his limbs will go heavy, and hunger 

and thirst will catch up with him and cumber his knees as he moves on. 


Earlier, we saw the adverb lathrei used of stealth attacks and the movement of 
gods among mortals. Here it signals a gap between the warrior's outward- 
directed attention and his awareness of his own limbs. It is this gap that allows 
hunger and thirst to creep up and harm his powers. Odysseus's language 
suggests that he understands hunger not as a void, as will be the case in the 
medical writers, but as an agent like sleep. The verb kikhano means something 
like “to meet with" or “to overtake": a spear might “catch” you (Il. 10.370); 
death can “run you down" (Il. 11.451); one warrior might overtake another 
(16.342). Hunger itself is elsewhere described as something to ward off or 
flee.104 Odysseus's language casts hunger as stealthy, invasive, and daemonic. 
He correlates this invasiveness with a felt sense of otherness or discontinuity. 

There are a number of experiences that are sufficiently discontinuous or 
disruptive to invite the abduction of daemonic-divine agency. One well-known 
example is the sudden influx into the hero of menos, a force that also courses 
through rivers, fire, and the sun.105 Menos is innate in the warrior, yet it can also 
be bestowed by the gods, who place it (B&Ae, IL 5.513) in a warrior's chest, 
breathe it into him (ëunvevonor, Il. 15.60), or just give it to him (oce, Il. 5.2). 
Surges of strength can thus be perceived by the warrior as signs of a divine 
presence. When, for example, Poseidon adopts the form of Calchas to rouse the 
Aiantes to battle in Iliad 13, he fills them with menos by striking them with his 
staff and making their limbs, feet, and hands light (13.59-61; cf. IL. 5.122). It is 
through the eagerness in his thumos and the lightness of his limbs as much as by 
the traces “of feet and of legs" left by the departing Poseidon, that Oilean Ajax 
recognizes the presence of a god. Telamonian Ajax seconds the feeling: his 
hands rage, his menos increases, his feet rush to take him into battle—tangible 
evidence of the god's solicitude (13.66-80). Poseidon acts as easily on the 
strength of the Aiantes as he will on the Achaean wall after the fall of Troy (IL. 
12.13-26). The former action is neither metaphorical nor abstract. It is 
registered by the warriors themselves as something unusual, like a flash of 
lightning in a blue sky (Il. 8.68-77). 

The domain of the felt is thus contiguous with the gods' power and desires. I 
am not denying that the spatial, visible body and its orifices offer an intuitive 
model for thinking of relationships between self and other in terms of inside 
and outside. Nevertheless, that model cannot adequately account for the 
kinds of contact that we have been examining. If eros is “curled up" (£AvoOsíc) 
under the kardia, as in a poem by Archilochus, a spear thrust through the chest 
would not reveal its presence.io7 Similarly, when Homer has Hupnos say he is 
poured over Zeus's noos, he captures sleep both as an agent interacting with 
Hera and as an event. G.E.R. Lloyd argues these perspectives must be treated as 
"complementary, rather than as alternative, conceptions of the same 
phenomenon.”10s So, although the lyric poets readily ascribe mischief and 


sadism to the personification Eros, the force eros is presumably not playing 
knucklebones after it settles in the chest, just as sleep, once drifted over the 
eyes, is no longer imagined to be brokering deals with Hera. There are no 
entities like eros or sleep independent of the typed scenarios in which some 
properties (e.g., human-like form, possession of intentions and desires) are 
activated and others (e.g., qualia) disappear according to a kind of Heisenberg 
uncertainty principle for daemonic forces.109 

This “principle” can shed light on why our archaic and classical Greek 
sources do not seem to work with the model of possession by indwelling 
demons that becomes popular in later antiquity and the medieval period.110 For 
if cultures have differing assumptions about how the boundaries of the person 
are constituted, we might expect that they also conceptualize the interactions 
between the person and a daemonic world in different ways. If, in later periods, 
people begin to think about demons in terms of bodily habitation, a mind-set 
that is perhaps clearest in the medieval “physiology” of possession, the shift 
may be due in part to a historical process by which the insides of the person 
come to be defined primarily as potentially seen, anatomical space bounded by 
skin and accessed through orifices: it is interesting that when, in the second 
century ce, Lucian speaks of an indwelling demon, he sees that demon as 
entering a soma, a word that in this period is firmly tied to the physical body.::: 
In the earlier texts, however, daemonic agents do not occupy inner space as 
much as they affect the felt domain directly. 

The exception that would seem to prove the rule against indwelling demons, 
at least in the classical period, is the shadowy engastrimuthos or engastrimantis, 
“belly-talker” or “belly-diviner,” who has a daimon that prophesies from his 
belly. The belly-talker offers a rare case where the daimon retains its own voice, 
a key index of personal identity in Greek culture. In the parabasis of the Wasps, 
for example, Aristophanes playfully compares himself to the speaking daimon, 
saying he slipped “into other people's stomachs” (eig AAAorotag yaorčoag 
évdvc, 1020) before he was old enough to stage his own comic production. 112 It 
may not be an accident that a speaking daimon is located in the belly, a likely 
container given its association with the womb.113 When Zeus incorporates Metis 
in the Theogony, for example, he places her in his nedus, “belly” or “womb,” 
where she devises good and evil for him (886-901).114 Greek sources often 
associate daemonic penetration with women and the dark, mysterious inner 
space that characterizes them.115 The conventions of revelation for male and 
female seers reflect these conceptual habits. Whereas Calchas and Tiresias have 
insight into the motivations of the gods, seers like Cassandra and the Pythia are 
represented as conduits for Apollo's word, expressed as a generative, divine 
breath that remains alien to its vessel.::6 

Breath, however, with its mysterious passage through the person, also 
represents the boundary between self and daemonic other as more 
ambiguous.17 When Hesiod, for example, says the Muses breathed 
(ëvénvevoav, Th. 31) a divine voice into him, this inspiration fuses 
imperceptibly with the poet's own capacity to transmit epic memory.us The 
influx of divine breath in this context gives rise to a performance that seems to 
express the person's own character, skills, and intentions. Menos works in a 


similar way: when Poseidon bestows it on the Aiantes, for example, he stirs 
them to battle without compelling specific acts. The complicated afterlife of a 
god's touch in a person can create a kind of "double determination," 
particularly in the case of proto-tragic actions.119 Early in the Iliad, for example, 
Andromache tells Hector, “your menos will destroy you" (pOtcet ae tò GOV 
uévoc, Il. 6.407; cf. 22.459), her emphasis on “your” drawing our attention to 
the tangled relationship between Hector's own desire for glory and his fated 
death. This relationship reminds us how fluid the boundary between self and 
other can be, both in the domain of the felt and in explanations of what people 
suffer and what they do. It is difficult for us not only to know where to draw the 
line between self and others in foreign cultures. Even within those cultures, the 
perceived transgression of that line is subtle, context-bound, and open to 
dispute. 


FEAR AND THE VISUAL FIELD OF THE SELF 


One of the phenomena most conducive to understanding the person as a space 
of passage and transformation between daemonic force, on the one hand, and 
symptoms and actions, on the other, is fear. In the Iliad, both deos, “terror,” and 
Phobos, “fear” or “flight,” are divinized forces that seize (£AAafe, Il. 11.402; 
feet, IL 7.479) the warrior.12 At the same time, how a warrior responds to 
fear's attack reveals something about him. For, while the Homeric hero is 
trafficked by a range of fluid forces, it is also true that a warrior's menos or 
thumos must be unflinching in battle.12 If a warrior fails to stand firm, that 
failure, while motivated by an onslaught of daemonic fear, publicly testifies to 
his lack of arete. 

The idea of publicly staged aretē requires some modification of the binary 
felt-seen model. Up to now, I have focused on how daemonic presence is felt 
from within. Yet that presence often registers in a shared perceptual field. 
Surges of menos, for example, not only are subjectively sensed but also 
transform how the warrior appears to others: Hector rages across the battlefield 
with “the eyes of a Gorgon or man-destroying Ares" (Il. 8.349); elsewhere, his 
eyes glitter and he foams at the lips (Il. 15.605-10); Achilles, his eyes glowing, 
gnashes his teeth in his murderous rage (Il. 19.365—66).122 The very strangeness 
of these phenomena is gauged against how these characters normally appear, 
that is, against a public, seen identity. What I have been calling the seen, then, 
encompasses not only skin that can be penetrated but also skin understood as a 
visible surface rich in information about character, mood, and intentions.123 
Whereas a warrior scanning the skin for points amenable to the spear views his 
opponent simply as a penetrable object, the Achaeans thrusting their spears into 
Hector's corpse are noticing, too, his breeding and his heroic appearance. 

Indeed, what someone can and will do in Homer is thought to be largely 
predictable on the basis of how he appears, at least in the Iliad; in the Odyssey, 
appearances are more likely to deceive. Thersites, the porte-parole of the 
common warrior, is deformed (Il. 2.216-18), while the cowardly Dolon, though 
swift of foot, is ugly with respect to his eidos (Il. 10.316). At the other end of the 
spectrum, Priam says of Agamemnon that he “looks like a kingly man” (gaourj 


yao avdgi éowe, IL 3.170), while Ajax is second only to Achilles in his 
appearance, eidos, and his deeds, erga, the two qualities mirroring and 
confirming each other in a public field of vision (Il. 17.279-80). Far from 
challenging this model, a character like the wily Odysseus only underscores its 
presence.124 

Given that the surface of the person can express so much meaning, it is ideal 
for the visible realization of cultural values such as aretē. The “heraldic” 
function of the skin is particularly important in the case of fear, as is made 
evident through Idomeneus's barbed praise of Meriones in Iliad 13: 


old āgerījv oióc ¿oorti oe xor] xavxa AéyecOau 

el yàg vov TAOĀ vrjvci Aeyo(peOa TAVTES AQLOTOL 
&c Aóxov, évOa HAALOT AQETH Guxe(oexat AVdEWV, 
£vO 6 Te ðe àvio óc v'áAxipoc é£&epaávOr: 
TOÙ HEV yág TE KAKOD TOĒTETAL xocc AAAVŠIG AAAN, 
otēč oi āročHac HOBaL ÉQNTVET èv poegi Oups, 
AAA LETOKAACEL Kai ET AUPOTEQOUG rédac (Cer, 
èv dé TE OL KQAdIN ueyáAa OTEQVOLOL TATĀJOEL 
koas òiouévw, TATAYOS dé TE YIYVET OOOVTWV" 
tov O AYABOD OUT AQ TOÉTETAL XQWS OÙTE TL AÏNV 
xaQpet ETTELOAV TEWTOV tointa Aóxov AVdEWV, 
AQATAL dE TAXLOTA uryńuevar Ev dat Avyot] 

OVOE KEV évOa TEOV ye uévoc xai xeigac OVOLTO. 


(Il. 13.275-87) 


I know your aretē and what you are. Why need you speak of it? 

If now beside the ships all the best of us were to assemble 

for a hidden position, and there man's courage is best decided, 

where the man who is a coward and the brave man show themselves clearly: 
the skin of the coward changes color one way and another, 

and the thumos in his phrenes has no control to make him sit steady, 
but he shifts his weight from one foot to another, then settles firmly 
on both feet, and the kradie inside his chest pounds violent 

as he thinks of death spirits, and his teeth chatter together: 

but the brave man's skin will not change color, nor is he too much 
frightened, once he has taken his place in the hidden position, 

but his prayer is to close as soon as may be in bitter division: 

and there no man could make light of your menos or your hand's work. 


Idomeneus's hypothetical scenario is realized elsewhere in the Iliad.125 Ajax's 
lauded courage, for example, materializes in his reaction to a dangerous 
situation. It takes Zeus to drive him to flight, and he draws back slowly and 
reluctantly (11.546-47), his reluctance confirming the character apparent in his 
eidos. Ajax's response suggests that if a warrior has an innate dispensation of 
arete, he is able to resist, at least to a degree, the daemonic pressure to flee; in 
some cases, this resistance might secure a space to consider the consequences of 
fighting or fleeing.12 The coward, conversely, is defined by the reflexivity of his 


response: the skin pales, the limbs tremble, the teeth chatter, the thumos 
becomes erratic.127 

It is worth noting that fear is realized equally in both the felt and the seen 
domains. That is, fear is defined both by the feeling of terror and by the tremor 
that seizes the limbs. Neither of these experiences takes priority: there is no 
delay between the "internal" phenomenon and the "external" one; the latter is 
neither a sign nor an effect of the former.12s What distinguishes them is the fact 
that visible changes attest heroic identity. Idomeneus's test at some level 
complicates the iconic truth of the seen, insofar as it assumes that character 
must be provoked into appearance by external stimuli: aretē is a dynamic state. 
At the same time, this dynamism reminds us that the boundaries of the self are 
not simply constituted by the relative unity of a conscious field or a static form 
but also affirmed in the face of external impacts. 

Nevertheless, however much a daemonic force like fear reveals a warrior's 
arete, it can always accommodate the abduction of a god's intentions: Zeus, for 
example, is often said to stun entire armies.:» These intentions, as we have 
seen, intertwine with the self in complex ways. The touch of a god can be more 
or less forceful. It thus leaves more or less room for responses that are salient to 
heroic identity, such as deliberation or the expression of arete. 

The less room a hero has to respond to the god's force, the more the poet 
seems to stress blindness and the asymmetries between mortal and immortal 
knowledge. Narrating Patroclus's aristeia, he observes, 


AAA aie te ALdG xoeíoocov vóoc Né reo AVdEWV" 

óc TE xai &Axiiov &vóoa popei xai apeiAeTo vücr]v 
ONidiwc, óxe d AUTOS ĒTOTELVIJOI uáxecOavr 

óc OL xai TOTE OULLOV Evi otýðecow avr]kev. 


(Il. 16.688—91) 


But always the mind of Zeus is a stronger thing than a man's mind. 
He terrifies even the warlike man, he takes away victory 

lightly, when he himself has driven a man into battle 

as now he drove on the fury in the heart of Patroclus. 


By emphasizing the uneven distribution of power between the two minds, the 
poet flags the impending harm to Patroclus, harm that will eventually appear in 
the form of Apollo the aggressor. In describing that encounter, we can recall, 
the poet draws on the asymmetrical relationships of seeing that are familiar 
from the battlefield. But we have not yet adequately addressed the question of 
why these relationships come into play. That is, if the poet can just say that the 
mind of Zeus is stronger than a man's mind, what need is there to endow agents 
like Apollo and Poseidon with human form? If gods act so easily in the world, 
why saddle them with bodies that occupy space and time?130 Why, even when 
the gods' actions seem to disregard the boundaries of seen bodies, do the traces 
of the human form, like an afterimage, remain in representations of mortal- 
immortal contact? 


HOW GODS ACT 


How, exactly, does a god affect a human? One strategy for answering this 
question is to claim that the how question is irrelevant.131 In criticizing Frazer's 
theory of sympathetic magic, Gell writes: 


Frazer's mistake was, so to speak, to imagine that magicians had some non- 
standard physical theory, whereas the truth is that “magic” is what you have 
when you do without a physical theory on the grounds of the redundancy, 
relying on the idea, which is perfectly practicable, that the explanation of any 
given event (especially if socially salient) is that it is caused intentionally. 132 


Magic, Gell concludes, “registers and publicizes the strength of desire.”i33 The 
agency of the gods, too, “registers and publicizes the strength of desire.” Zeus, 
we have just seen, effortlessly "drives on" Patroclus's thumos (Il. 16.691); he 
sends terror against armies without ever descending to the battlefield. Indeed, 
only once do we see Zeus come into contact with the mortal hero when, in book 
15, he pushes Hector from behind “with his great hand" (xeioi ... ueyáAr, 695). 
Commentators have worried that the image verges on the grotesgue.134 It may 
appear less disturbing if we shift away from the norms of our realism to think 
about the expressive potential of the hand and other such figures. 

Homer adopts the image of the great hand to mediate the relationship 
between Zeus and Hector. Why is the image useful? It is true that, because of 
the uncommon efficacy of the gods' intentions, force circulates freely between 
gods and humans in the register of the felt. In conceptualizing those exchanges, 
however, the poet appropriates the very instruments that mediate agency in the 
visible world. The hand, in other words, not only enables action but also 
symbolizes the capacity to act.1ss Elsewhere, Zeus pairs his menos with his 
invincible hands (uévoc kai xeioec anto, Il. 8.450) in reminding Hera and 
Athena of his power, there understood as the unfettered capacity to cause 
harm.136 Recall that when Poseidon transforms the Phaeacians' ship into a rock, 
he does so “with the flat of his hand" (xeipi katanonvet, Od. 13.164). Hands 
also express constraints on agency. In Iliad 1, Thetis recalls when the other gods 
plotted to bind Zeus in order to block his sovereign power. She prevented them 
from doing so by calling on the hundred-handed Briareus, the very embodiment 
of the capacity to act and to protect, to sit beside Zeus (1.399—406).137 Thinking 
back to the death of Patroclus, then, we can read Apollo's hand not simply as an 
instrument but as a sign of the god's power to act. 

The figure of the hand may also be understood as the outcome of a process 
of objectifying a hidden thing or agent, a process catalyzed by symptoms or 
perceptions of otherness in the environment.iss Scarry has argued that this 
process is particularly likely to be triggered by acute pain, in part because pain, 
unlike love or hunger or vision, does not move out toward an object in the 
world, while, at the same time, it resists expression in language.:»» The most 
common responses to pain, on her argument, exploit what she calls "the 
expressive potential of the sign of the weapon.”140 Surveying a broad field of 
literary and documentary evidence, she observes that people nearly always 
resort to the language of “as if" to express pain (as if a knife were turning in my 


stomach, as if a hammer were pounding down). In the Homeric poems, we can 
observe a close relationship between pain and the figure of the weapon, 
particularly the arrow. The arrow is said to be "freighted with dark pains"; 
odunai, *acute pains," are described with the same terms used to describe the 
arrow, such as oxus, “sharp,” and pikros, “bitter.”141 Scarry’s “as if" language 
continues to appear in Hippocratic and Galenic medical treatises— "something 
like a thorn seems to be in the inward parts”; “it bores like a trepan"—a 
phenomenon once chalked up to the obstinacy of archaic thinking.142 It is more 
likely that the tendency to objectify persists despite changing notions of cause. 
"The point here," Scarry writes, "is not just that pain can be apprehended in the 
image of the weapon (or wound) but that it almost cannot be apprehended 
without it.”143 

Both weapons and hands belong to a crucial point of convergence between 
the felt and the seen—namely, the point at which the felt gives rise to an 
imagined, potentially seen world. The image of the weapon calls up intuitive 
notions of causality (i.e., pain is caused through violence to the skin, 
particularly penetration). Yet, at the same time, like the hand, the weapon is 
nearly inseparable from the idea of the intent to cause harm. In the Iliad, spears 
desire to glut themselves on flesh; they are eager to pierce the chest.144 Rather 
than chalk these expressions up to a vague animism, we can see these weapons 
not as initiating but as secondary agents, that is, as *objective embodiments of 
the power or capacity to will their use.”145 By assuming the force of desire, 
weapons extend agency beyond the embodied agent.146 Of course, whether they 
hit their target depends on the good or ill will of the gods: just as Zeus trumps 
Teucer's desire to kill Hector, Poseidon strips a spear of menos (àuevývwoev, Il. 
13.562) to spare the life of Antilochus.147 Yet this dependence merely confirms 
that weapons and hands are instruments of intentions. 

In the figure of the weapon desirous of flesh, we see conflated the 
vulnerability of the warrior's skin and his vulnerability to the malevolent 
intentions of others. The (unseen) weapons of the gods exaggerate the latter 
kind of vulnerability, while bypassing the skin altogether. Yet they convey no 
less than a visible weapon the power to harm. It is useless to distinguish 
between how early Greeks represented daemonic violence and how they 
thought it “actually” happened: the images of the weapon and the hand are 
neither poetic props nor "realistic" instruments, but, rather, responses, both 
naturally and culturally determined, to perceptions and sensations of otherness, 
particularly pain. Like Poseidon's staff when he bestows menos or the wand used 
by Hermes to put some men to sleep and wake others, these potentially seen 
instruments relate ruptures in the domain of the felt to other intentional 
agents.:4s It is through this process of objectification that unseen harm takes on 
meaning. 


THE SEEN BODY AND SOCIAL AGENCY 


In Iliad 14, Hupnos appears as an agent complicit in Hera's plan. His complicity 
is extracted on the basis of a sexual transaction (the nymph Pasithea in 
exchange for Hupnos's cooperation), as if it is because Hupnos himself is 


vulnerable to the pleasures promised by Aphrodite's erotic arsenal that he 
agrees to compound their effects on Zeus. If Zeus's susceptibility to hupnos is 
expressed in terms of the position he unwittingly assumes within Hupnos's field 
of vision, Hupnos is implicated in Hera's power play because he himself has 
desires subject to manipulation.149 

Agamemnon's first error in the Iliad arises, in fact, because he miscalculates 
the strength of the gods' emotions. In dismissing the priest Chryses with the 
warning that his scepter will offer him scant protection should he linger among 
the Achaeans, the king fails to recognize that the priest's symbolic object 
represents a capacity for agency far in excess of that represented by his own 
scepter. This capacity is shortly realized through Chryses' appeal to Apollo, 
which testifies to the power of human speech and tears to exert pressure on 
sympathetic gods: Apollo the archer is set in motion (avtov xivrjOÉévrtoc) 
because he is first moved to anger (xcópevoc xrjo) by a suppliant's prayer (IL. 
1.44-47). The impetus of that prayer eventually translates into the flight of the 
plague-bearing arrows into the Achaean camps. The chain reaction with which 
we began this chapter is mobilized by a mortal's appeal. 

Naturally, the suppliant's words do not compel the god to act in accordance 
with his or her wishes.iso For where would the divine be, one Hippocratic 
author asks, “if the capacity of a god could be overpowered and enslaved by the 
thinking of a human being" (ei dr) tov Ceiov 1] ðúvauıs br àvOoorov yvóuns 
KOATEĪTAL xai dedovAwTat, Morb. Sacr. 1, Li 6.360 = 7,16-17 Jouanna)? 
Nevertheless, not only Homeric epic but also other literary sources such as lyric 
poetry and tragedy, as well as the material evidence available for archaic and 
classical cult practices, strongly suggest that reciprocity between gods and 
humans is a fundamental tenet of Greek religion.:s: Indeed, reciprocity is at the 
core of a set of assumptions familiar to any Hellenist: that the gods take an 
interest in human beings; that they enter into relationships with them governed 
by mutually intelligible desires (e.g., for time, “honor”), emotions (love, hate, 
delight, envy), and expectations; that they can intensify the emotions and fulfill 
the desires of favored mortals. Attention, moreover, cuts both ways: “Wretched 
girl," Aphrodite admonishes Helen, *do not tease me lest in anger I forsake you 
and grow to hate you as much as now I terribly love you” (uj H'ÉQEOE, oxexAín, 
HT] Xwoauévn ce peOeío, / voc dé o ànex0Orjoo cc vov éknayAa hiAnoa, Il. 
3.414-15). 

Relationships of reciprocity are mediated, first, by speech.152 After rousing 
the Aiantes with his staff, Poseidon incites the rest of the Achaeans to battle 
with winged words (Il. 13.94). Heroes, too, stir one another and their armies to 
action through language: when Agamemnon, speaking in the assembly, urges 
the Achaean army to abandon the war, he drives the thumos in the chests of his 
troops, and this, in turn, results in the whole assembly being moved (xtvrj0n) 
like a great wave on the sea (Il. 2.142-46). Speech accomplishes what force 
alone cannot, which is why the hero is not only a doer of deeds but also a 
speaker of words: “Power among humans is not simply the physical force with 
which one material body may move another; it is the force to distract, detour, 
maneuver, and command.”153 Such power is magnified when a god speaks: “No 
word will be fruitless, if [Zeus] speaks it" (Il. 24.92). 


Reciprocity between mortals and immortals is further enabled by the gods' 
human-like form insofar as this form enables them to participate in the 
nonverbal behaviors crucial to intersubjective exchanges that Marcel Mauss 
called “techniques du corps.”154 In Homer, “the description of bodily reactions 
and relevant artifacts," as Donald Lateiner writes, ^makes vivid the lively web 
and texture of human interrelations and interactions.”155 What Mauss calls 
"techniques du corps" combine with the visible signs of character and arete that 
we saw earlier to embed embodied actors in an economy of power as social and 
ethical agents above and beyond their physical capacities.155 Through 
anthropomorphism, the gods, too, are located in this economy. Thetis 
supplicates Zeus with the same techniques—embracing his knees, grasping his 
chin with her right hand (Il. 1.500-501)—used by humans; Zeus assents to her 
request by nodding his head, a gesture whose local efficacy in the human world 
resonates on a cosmic scale when performed by Zeus (1.528-30). The gods' 
anthropomorphism allows the divine world to be imagined as a potentially seen 
mimesis of the human world. Such a world can be unveiled to show gods 
feasting on food that is not food, holding assemblies, comforting and abusing 
one another.is7 The mirroring of the two worlds is like the language of kharis, 
which “sustains, indeed creates, the fiction that the relation between human 
and god can be assimilated to that between human beings and so brought 
within a comprehensible pattern.” iss 

The weapon or the hand, we have seen, both symbolizes and concretizes the 
capacity of an intentional agent to act. Anthropomorphism, in turn, seems to 
ground that agency in the panoply of human motivations: anger, sorrow, envy, 
love, and the desire for recognition, among others. If, then, gods are imagined 
to act as potentially seen, embodied agents, it is because their actions are 
embedded in a social and emotional web. In other words, even if it is the nature 
of daemonic agency to bypass the “seen,” spatialized boundaries of the person, 
thereby acting directly on the felt, the gods need visible forms to participate in 
the very economy of desires and intentions that motivate their interaction with 
persons. Thus, the “seen” dimension of the person in Homer involves more than 
a physical object’s “realistic” occupation of space. That dimension clarifies the 
crucial elements in Patroclus’s encounter with Apollo: the visual-epistemic 
asymmetry between assailant and victim and the unforeseeable arrival of the 
symptom; the origins of the attack in an agent whose intent to harm is 
embedded in a complex network of emotions (e.g., anger) and shadowy 
directives from Zeus and fate; the efficacious translation of that agent’s 
intentions into action, through the blow; and the resulting damage that, though 
due to an invisible weapon (i.e., the hand), is nevertheless very real. In short, in 
Homer's accounts of daemonic attack, “metaphysics” and physics converge on a 
(potentially) visible human form. 

The seen person, bound by skin, is not the only way of imagining 
boundaries. The descriptions of daemonic contact in Homer and other archaic 
and classical sources also present the agent in terms of a conscious field 
sensitive to perceptions of difference. Gods and divinized forces penetrate this 
domain as easily as breath enters the person or as violently as a spear breaks 
through the skin. Nevertheless, despite the fact that the circulation of daemonic 


force largely bypasses the visible, spatial boundaries of the person, the 
embodied agent remains crucial to how mortal-immortal interaction is 
conceptualized. By imagining discontinuities in experience in terms of 
potentially seen embodied agents, early Greeks embed suffering in a complex 
set of relationships with the gods, relationships that are orchestrated by social 
values, expectations, and emotions. Harming becomes an intentional act, open 
to social meaning. It comes as no surprise, then, that this mortal-immortal web 
is central to practices of healing in the archaic and classical worlds. 


INTERPRETING DISEASE AND PRACTICES OF HEALING 


In the final moments before his death, Patroclus assumes the position of a seer. 
He recognizes Apollo as his assailant, as well as the roles played by Zeus and 
“harmful destiny" in his death (Il. 16.844—50). His insight succeeds in making 
sense of the eruption of daemonic power through him, just as Calchas's skills 
reveal Apollo's motives in the first book of the poem. In both cases, the requisite 
knowledge is guaranteed by a heightened relationship to the divine: Patroclus, 
on the threshold of death, achieves more-than-mortal knowledge; those upon 
whom Achilles calls when plague strikes are the seer, the holy man, and the 
interpreter of dreams (Il. 1.62-63). 

Absent from Achilles’ list is the iatros, the “healer.”159 In the Iliad, the iatroi, 
the two most famous of whom are Asclepius's sons Machaon and Podalirius, are 
concerned primarily with the treatment of flesh wounds through the application 
of pharmaka, "drugs," and the skilled use of the knife: in a famous passage, the 
iatros is worth many men for his ability *to remove arrows and apply soothing 
medicaments” (iovc T éxxápivew ¿ní T ma pāoHaka Taooery, Il. 11.515; cf. 
4.218).160 Together with the recitation of a charm, which occurs once, in the 
Odyssey, and is not attributed to an iatros, these skills create a troika of faculties 
that Émile Benveniste christens the medical doctrine of the Indo-Europeans.:« 
Although we are told in the Odyssey that, in Egypt, “everyone is an iatros, 
surpassing all men in their knowledge" (intedc dé ēkaorog ETLOTALEVOS megi 
návtwv / àvOocruv, Od. 4.231-32), the kind of knowledge we actually see 
healers commanding, at least in the Iliad, concerns not the motivations of the 
gods but the extraction of weapons and pharmaka. Such knowledge is also the 
province of certain heroes, like Achilles and Patroclus.162 Admittedly, it is the 
pains of the wound that dominate the Iliad. It is true, too, that we gain a slightly 
different picture of healing professionals in the Odyssey, where a “healer of 
evils” (into kak&wv) is included, with seers and singers, in a list of itinerant 
craftsmen (Od. 17.382-85).163 It is possible that the expertise of the iatros off the 
battlefield extends beyond the treatment of wounds to include internal 
ailments.164 Nevertheless, in the most explicit evidence we have from Homer, 
the knowledge of the iatros is worth little against Apollo's weapons. 

The roles of the healer and the seer, the mantis, can, however, be conflated 
in myth and the early historical period in the mysterious figure of the 
iatromantis, of whom Calchas is sometimes seen to be a representative.ics The 
term iatromantis itself does not appear until Aeschylus, where it is used of 


Apollo (Eu. 62) and his son Apis (Supp. 263); but healing capabilities are 
attributed to a number of seers in myth, such as Abaris, Bacis, Branchus, 
Melampus, and Thaletas, as well as to historical figures like Epimenides and 
Empedocles.166 The bond between healing and divination, not only in the case 
of epidemic diseases like plagues but also in individual cases, is well attested 
throughout antiquity in both literary and epigraphic evidence.167 In the later 
fifth century, the cult of Asclepius, the hero-son of Apollo who eventually 
becomes a god, begins to spread throughout the Greek world, flourishing in the 
Hellenistic period and under the Roman Empire.16s Suppliants to the shrines of 
Asclepius and those of more minor healing gods and heroes typically gained 
access to the god's healing powers by sleeping in the temple precinct 
(incubation), then interpreting their dreams with the help of resident priests.:6o 
But unlike Calchas, who communicates Apollo's motives, or the magico- 
religious healers described in On the Sacred Disease, who correlate symptoms 
with the agency of specific gods, Asclepius seems to primarily provide 
therapeutic instructions (or at times enacted treatment in the dream), rather 
than identifying culpable agents and reconstructing causal narratives. 

The emphasis in the Asclepius cult on healing, rather than diagnosis, 
reminds us of the wide range of responses to symptoms that would have been 
possible in the ancient Greek world. Some of these responses would have been 
pharmacological or surgical, others divinatory or purificatory. Yet, despite the 
heterogeneity of these responses, they cannot be separated from the magico- 
religious sphere, insofar as healers must have taken for granted the power of the 
gods to affect their therapies.170 In many cases, they would have assumed that a 
person's exposure to the daemonic is unlike his exposure to mortal weapons: if a 
warrior's armor reflects an understanding of how to protect the innards from a 
spear, protecting oneself from the anger of a god or a daimon involves a 
different apotropaic logic.i71 Ancient Greek cities, for example, set statues of a 
bow-bearing Apollo with his back to their gates, compelling or persuading him 
to aim the other way.172 And because the gods' proximity to the self is not 
necessarily realized in physical space, healers can deal with the causes of 
suffering independently of the person afflicted. When Chryses, appeased, asks 
Apollo to give up his anger, he is working at some distance from the persons 
whose lives are at stake.173 

In these examples, healer-seers succeed because they have a privileged 
relationship with an unseen divine-daemonic world. In the first fragment of the 
lost epic The Sack of Troy (attributed to the seventh-century Lesbian poet 
Arctinus), we encounter healing expertise that depends on a different 
understanding of the unseen. The fragment describes the onset of madness in 
Telamonian Ajax as it is first perceived by Podalirius, the less visible of 
Asclepius's two sons in the Iliad:174 


avtos vá odor Éduke nathe tyéoact Evvoctyatos 
aphotéçQois: évegov d ērēgov kxvóíov EONKEV’ 

T@ Mev KOVPOTEQAS xeioac rtóoev ČK TE péAeuva 
OAOKOG &éAeiv tuÑéaí te Kai EAKEA TAVT ĀKĒJAJOGAI, 
T O ÀQ &korpéa māvra čvi otrjOgootv ~EONKEV 


ĀOKOTĀ TE yvovau Kai àvaAOéa ujoacOar 
óc a Kai Aiavtos TEWTOS HAE XWOHÉVOLO 
óupaá T ĀOTOATTOVTA PAOUVOLEVOV TE vónua. 


(Fr. 2 West = Edelstein T 141 % 142) 


For their father the Earth-Shaker himself gave them both the healing gift; but 
he made one higher in prestige than the other.175 To the one he gave defter 
hands, to remove missiles from flesh and cut and heal all wounds, but in the 
other's heart he placed exact knowledge, to diagnose what is hidden and to 
cure what does not get better. He it was who first recognized how the eyes 
Were flashing and how the thought was growing distressed in raging Ajax. 
(trans. West, slightly modified) 


Dealing with what is hidden or irreparable damage, as we have seen, does not 
appear to be part of the epic healer's métier. Podalirius's epistemic advantage 
thus appears to encroach on the seer's expertise. Yet he neither diagnoses the 
cause of madness nor predicts it. Instead, he alone recognizes how Ajax's eyes 
are flashing and how his thought is growing distressed through phenomena 
that, if not unseen, are in some way puzzling. Podalirius is thus endowed with a 
special capacity to see and comprehend obscure or confusing changes that a 
person experiences. 

In representing Podalirius's knowledge and Ajax's madness, the poet of The 
Sack of Troy suggests that strange disruptions to the integrity of the person, that 
is, symptoms, are objects of expert vision and potentially useful to the treatment 
of difficult diseases. Such a suggestion anticipates the semantically rich body of 
the medical writers. In fact, though our evidence about the expertise of archaic 
healers is fragmentary and limited, the passage from The Sack of Troy might 
reflect a post-Homeric interpretation of the place of the healer on the roster of 
skilled workers and the rise of a medicine focused on symptoms as the key to 
the interpretation and treatment of illness.;; What is clearer is that the 
fragment grants the healer expertise in perceiving what others do not. The 
representation of the expertise of the iatros in terms of his negotiation of the 
relationship between the seen and the unseen worlds becomes standard in the 
classical period. This shift in the understanding of the healer’s epistemic 
advantage accompanies a reconceptualization of the unseen world onto which 
symptoms open. Understanding the nature of this world requires first examining 
the inquiry into nature. 
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39 Padel 1992.140. See also Fränkel 1975.70-71; Padel 1992.114-61. 
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Achilles' own: see, e.g., Nickel 2002.230-31; Allan 2005b.13. For Patroclus as a sacrificial 
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reading removes the sense that there are different gradations of possession. 
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makes Patroclus turn around; see also 414. How warriors get wounded in the back was a 
problem for scholiasts as well: see 278 on the death of Cleitus. 

45 See also Ar. Av. 712 and Ach. 1166, with Brelich 1958.228 n.5. The verb mAnoow, “to 
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of wine on a fever. For heroes or daemonic agents as envoys of disease, see Ar. fr. 322 
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and other fever and nightmare demons, see Roscher 1898.178-80; 1900; Herter 1950.126; 
Johnston 1995.383. On the Babylonian night-terror demon, see Stol 1993.38-42. 

48 E.g., A. Eu. 329; Pr. 581; Ar. Lys. 831; E. Ba. 33, 1000; HF 935; Hipp. 38, 238. On 
madness terms with naga-, see Mattes 1970.104—6; Borgeaud 1988.122; Padel 1992.117- 
19; 1995.21-22, 120-23; Byl 2006, on the Hippocratic Corpus. 

4 On the visual characteristics of daimones, see Roscher 1900.29-38, 52-53; Padel 
1992.125-32 (esp. 129-32, on winged adversaries), 157-59; Johnston 1995.371-79 (esp. 
374-75, on winged figures). 

so Blindness—mental or physical—is not the "original" meaning of ate, as, for example, 
Doyle 1984 would like: see Padel 1995.167-69, 184 n.43. Nevertheless, blindness is 
certainly at the center of its semantic field. On ate, see also Dodds 1951.1-27; Padel 
1995.167-96, 246-59. On the related concept of atasthaliai, see Hooker 1988; Padel 
1995.170. 

si Clothed in mist: see, e.g., Hes. Op. 255: néga čooākļevoy Il. 9.571: negodoitic, with 
Hainsworth 1993.137-38. 

s2 For discussion of the passage, see W. Smith 1965.405-10; Lanata 1967.57-60; R. Parker 
1983.244-45; Faraone 1992.44—45. 

53 EVAAAGE, AAA Jouanna: £v AAAA M: &AAa 6. See Jouanna 2003.56-57. 

54 Supplying b0éyyntai from line 6 (see Jouanna 2003.59-60). 

ss For example, "if, at the time it overcomes him, his limbs are dissolving, his innards seize 
him time and again, his bowels move: Hand of a Spirit" (Stol 1993.61). See Geller 2004 
and Heelšel 2004, esp. 108-10. See also the text on epilepsy in Kinnier Wilson and 
Reynolds 1990; Stol 1993. On the Assyrio-Babylonian model of "if p, then g,” see G. 
Manetti 1993.6-13. There may also be vestiges of archaic Greek diagnostic strategies in 
the Hippocratic passage, as R. Parker 1983.210 suggests. The correlation of symptoms 
with specific gods or daemons, however, is widespread: see Csordas 1990.14-15 on a 
similar diagnostic model among contemporary Charismatic Christians. 

5 Jouanna 2003.8 n.3, 57-61. On the attacks of Hecate, see also E. Hel. 569; Trag. Adesp. 


375 (Kannicht-Snell). 

s; I am not saying that knowing can only be acquired through seeing in Homer, but, rather, 
that knowledge is particularly implicated in sight in contexts focused on asymmetries of 
power. Von Fritz (1943.88-91; 1945) and Snell (1953.13, 136-39) understand knowledge 
in Homer as largely dependent on sense perception, especially sight, a claim that plays a 
significant role in their respective claims about the development of abstract knowledge 
and logical thought. (A more extensive bibliography on this argument can be found at 
Lesher 1994.2 n.4.) Cf. Hussey 1990.13-14, pointing to instances in Homer where 
knowledge is not derived through sense perception, though he acknowledges the close 
relationship between knowing and seeing; Lesher 1994.6-7. 

ss For a discussion of gods primarily in terms of their (strategic) epistemic advantage, see 
Boyer 2001.150-67. 

so See Loraux 1986; 1995.93. 

so Gods appearing as birds: Od. 3.372, 22.239-40. Cf. Il. 5.778, 13.62-64, 15.237-38 (gods 
are like birds). 

61 Compare Agamemnon's etiology of até at Il. 19.95-133, where Heracles suffers from 
Zeus's blindness. On Zeus's hegemony in the Iliad, see Slatkin 1991. 

62 Webster 1954.10. See also G. Lloyd 1966.200-202; Stafford 2000.1-44. On different 
ways of projecting the human, see also Boyer 1996.89-92. 

ss In Greek art, Hupnos is represented as an embodied agent who often stands in miniature 
form on top of his victims: see Vermeule 1979.145-54; Mainoldi 1987.39-45; Shapiro 
1993.132-58. 

64 See also h. Ap. 334, where yergi katançnvei is used of Hera calling upon the chthonic 
gods. Lowenstam 1981.68-73 discusses all three examples and concludes that the phrase is 
used only under conditions where a concealed god strikes a destructive blow. He 
persuasively argues that the blow to the ship is a displacement of the blow that Poseidon 
desires to deliver to Odysseus (1981.90-96). On the related phrase xeoci katamenvéco’, 
which appears in relationship to thigh-slapping, see Lowenstam 1981.31-67. 

65 See Padel 1992.33—44; 1995.169. 

6 Compare the marvelous blinding of Epizelus during the Battle of Marathon at Hdt. 
6.117: he loses his sight suddenly, "though neither struck nor wounded on any part of his 
body" (ovte nAnyévra ovó£v TOD owpatos OUTE BAnOévra). At Il. 24.757-59, one killed 
by Apollo's gentle arrows shows no trace of a wound. But see below, p. 136, on the 
“stricken” (BAñtou), who do have mysterious bruises on their flanks. 

67 Fránkel 1975.80-81. See also Dodds 1951.13-18; Snell 1953.29-31. 

es Fränkel 1975.80. At the same time, Fränkel holds that ^Homeric man" feels himself to 
be “a unitary being" (76). 

e9 On the intentional body, see Merleau-Ponty 1962, esp. 112-77. 

70 E.g., Il. 21.114; Od. 4.703, 23.205. Bolens 2000 argues that “le corps chez Homère est un 
tout articulé ... organisé selon une logique définissable, une logique de rapports et de 
jonction" (56, emphasis in original). On death as a loosening of the bonds of self: Bolens 
2000.43—46. On the rehearsal of this loosening in syncope, see Nehring 1947. 

71 See Caswell 1990.43—44; see also 52: “The relationship of Ovuós to ģoryv/ģočveg is that 
of content to container." I do, however, think that this conceptual model risks falling back 
on the idea that thumos can be localized in an anatomical sense and that its primary 
"reality" is spatial. 

72 See also the discussion in Holmes 2007.54-57. 

73 On the limbs: Bolens 2000.19-59. 

7, Homer's anatomy is often admired, although its precision is debatable: for attempts to 
gauge its accuracy, see Saunders 1999; Friedrich 2003. On anatomy, the symbolic 
topography of the warrior's body, and the stylization of wounds, see above, n.6. Vermeule 
1979.96 picks up on the poetic potential of anatomical detail ("There is an almost baroque 


magnificence in the physical ruin of Homer's heroes"). 

75 On a warrior's knowledge of his opponent's body, see, e.g., Il. 4.467-68, 22.321. See 
also Daremberg 1865.75—76; Marg 1976.10; Grmek 1989.28. 

76 The continuities within this conscious field are captured by the idea of a “dialogue” 
between parts of the self, discussed in C. Gill 1996a. Gill, however, argues that there is 
nothing in Homer's psychological terminology to distinguish unconscious and conscious 
thought processes and dismisses the idea that thought is conscious as Cartesian (1996a.43— 
45, 58-60). Yet there is no reason to assume a notion of nonconscious thought; 
consciousness, moreover, appears to designate the space of the self. The emergence of the 
physical body, I suggest, creates the possibility of nonconscious space, which is then taken 
up in complex ways in relationship to the soul. 

7; Bolens 2000.50. 

7s Jahn 1987. 

79 Clarke 1999.61-126. See also Halliwell 1990.37—42; Padel 1992.12-48 (“innards”); C. 
Gill 1996a.41-93, 175-239; Spatafora 1999.12. 

so Clarke 1999.64. The tendency to work through these terms and assign each entity a 
clear identity is well represented in Bóhme 1929, which Clarke locates at the end of a long 
tradition of German Homerists (1999.64 n.11). The methodology lives on in individual 
treatments of members of Clarke's thumos-family, such as the studies of S. Darcus (1979b; 
1980; 1981), later publishing as S. D. Sullivan (1983; 1987; 1988; 1994a; 1994b; 1995; 
1996); see also Bolelli 1948; Cheyns 1980; 1985; Claus 1981.11-47; Caswell 1990. 

si Jahn sees ētor, kēr, kradie, phrenes, prapides, and thumos as Körperteile with 
interchangeable psychological meanings (1987.9-17). Clarke has recourse to the idea of 
“intangible mental activity" in seeking to account for the identity of the thumos-complex in 
nonanatomical terms (1999.79); elsewhere, he speaks of an "abstract" sense of force 
(1995.302 n.27). 

s2 See Onians 1954.44-50 and Clarke 1999.75-83. See also Justesen 1928.17-32; Larock 
1930, esp. 381-84; Caswell 1990.7; Padel 1992.27-30. Cf. Bolens 2000.48-51, stressing 
the limitations of the physiological reading. 

s3 Onians 1954.46. 

s4 "Breath related to blood”: Onians 1954.48. On thumos as both gaseous and liquid, see 
also Padel 1992.29, 89; Clarke 1999.79-92. 

ss Phrenes as lungs: Justesen 1928.4-16; Onians 1954.23-43; Clarke 1999.77—79. As 
diaphragm: Bóhme 1929.3-9; Larock 1930.385-88. Others have seen the phrenes as a 
group of organs in the chest or something indeterminate: see Ireland and Steel 1975, esp. 
194; Cheyns 1980, esp. 167; Sullivan 1988.21-29. See also Darcus 1979b; Padel 1992.20- 
26. The prapides are sometimes seen as synonymous with phrenes, but cf. Sullivan 1987; 
Spatafora 1999.12. For the phrenes holding the heart: Il. 16.481; the liver: Od. 9.301. 

se Onians 1954.28. But not all scholars who grant phrenes an anatomical meaning read 
every appearance of the word in this light: see Ireland and Steel 1975.187-88, critiquing 
Onians's "literalism." 

s; E.g., Od. 9.362, 18.331, 19.122. See also Alc. fr. 347 (L-P), with pleumones, and the 
examples at Onians 1954.36. 

ss Onians 1954.35-36. 

so See Onians 1954.37-40, on the relationship of phrenes and pleumones. Onians thinks the 
words are used interchangeably until phrenes is appropriated for the diaphragm in the 
classical period. 

ə Morb. IV 56 (Li 7.604-8 = 119,18-122,3 Joly) See Lonie 1981.361-63 for the 
controversy about lungs and liquid in later centuries. 

91 On "turning," see Spatafora 1999.42—48. 

92 Note that menos, noos, psukhe, and thumos are never wounded or seen. 

93 It is at this point, too, that the hero finally sees himself from outside, assuming the form 


of the eidolon who stands over and mourns the corpse. For representations of eidēla on 
vase paintings, see Siebert 1981; Shapiro 1993.136-37, nos. 70-71. 

94 One of the arguments against the practice in antiquity, however, was that the 
anatomical eye always arrives too late: the moment the cut is made, there is no longer 
anything left of life to see (Cels. De med. prooem. 42-43 — 24,4-14 Marx). For the 
evidence on vivisection, see Herophilus frr. 63a-c, 66 (von Staden), with the judicious 
discussion in von Staden 1989.144-53, 234-36, who concludes that vivisection was 
probably practiced on humans in Hellenistic Alexandria. 

95 This does not mean that epic poetry does not imagine feelings are caused by concrete 
stuffs inside the body. Rather, it places more emphasis on what these things feel like than 
on locating them on an anatomical map. 

96 What Michel Serres has called la belle noiseuse (1995, esp. 13-14). On the dynamics of 
these forces: Caswell 1990.51-61; Padel 1992.78-98; Clarke 1999.79-115; Spatafora 
1999. Marine turbulence is an idea with a long afterlife, elaborated in tragic ideas about 
the mind, the medical imagination of fluxes, and philosophical ideals of calm. 

9; See esp. Padel 1992.96-97; see also Kuriyama 1999.233-70. 

os The unseen is, rather, closely related to the idea of gods moving through the world 
cloaked in mist, as Renehan 1980.108-9 observes. 

99 On continuities between the natural world and persons, see Clarke 1995.308. 

100 See, e.g., Il. 4.418 and 6.112, with Collins 1998.78-125. 

101 E.g., Il. 6.202: Ovpov katédwv. Eating or gnawing the thumos: Spatafora 1999.17-39. 
102 On the fluid relationship between acting and being acted upon, see esp. Clarke 
1999.66—73. See also Pelliccia 1995, esp. 52—77. 

103 See C. Gill 1996a, esp. 10—13. 

104 E.g., Od. 5.166; Hes. Op. 647, with Jouanna 1983a.24; Laser 1983.69—70. On hunger as 
a daimon, see Roscher 1898.186-87. 

105 E.g., Il. 6.182, 12.18, 23.190. Menos covers what is for us a range of feelings, not only 
strength and lightness on the battlefield but also, for example, the sharp tingling in the 
nose that Odysseus feels upon reuniting with his father (Od. 24.318-19). For discussions of 
menos, see Bóhme 1929.11-19; Dodds 1951.8-9; Giacomelli 1980; Bremmer 1983.57-60; 
Monsacré 1984.55-57; Jahn 1987.39-45; Vernant 1991b.39-41; Padel 1992.24-26; 
Redfield 1994.171-74. 

106 As Gell 1998.132-33 argues. Cf. Bolens 2000, arguing that Homer has no sense of the 
body as a “container” or “envelope.” But Bolens neglects the importance of the seen body 
in Homer, making her contrast between an "articulated" body and a “contained” one too 
rigid. 

107 See fr. 191 (W2). On the localization of erôs in the person in lyric poetry, see Sullivan 
1983. 

108 G. Lloyd 1966.202 (emphasis in original). 

109 This holds true for the two instances in the Iliad where it might be said a god enters a 
warrior. At 17.210-12, Ares "enters [Hector] ... and his limbs are filled inside with alke 
and sthenos" (dd dé piv Agng / detvoc évudAtoc, nAñodev O Aga oi uéAe évroc / AAS Kai 
cO0éveoc); at 9.239, Diomedes says that strong lussa has entered Hector. In both cases, 
there is no question that there is an influx of divinized force into the hero. But these 
instances differ only slightly from other examples of menos flooding the warrior. It is not 
the god qua embodied and intentional agent that enters the warrior: Ares is the Olympian 
capable of functioning as depersonalized force (e.g., IL 13.444, 14.485). Cf. Collins 
1998.17-34, arguing for a stronger view of possession in this passage. 

10 See esp. W. Smith 1965, arguing that bodily possession is unknown in pre-Christian 
Greece, becoming widespread only after the influx of "orientalist" ideas in the late 
Hellenistic and Roman imperial periods; see also Faraone 1999.45-49, esp. 47 n.34; 
Kotansky 1995. Many scholars of Greek religion and magic now accept that the 


“indwelling” demon is Semitic: see Kotansky 1995.246-48, with n.7, 273-77. It may be, 
however, that the indwelling demon takes root in the Greek-speaking world not only 
through cultural contact but also because of changing ideas about the inner body as 
habitable space. Earlier work on possession tends to simply assume an indwelling model: 
Julius Tambornino 1909, esp. 75-91; O'Brien-Moore 1924.82-86; Dodds 1951.71-72; 
Mattes 1970.41-42. Padel 1983.12-14 defends this tradition against Smith, but her 
evidence is limited: still, see, e.g., Sophron frr. 3-9 (Hordern), with discussion in R. Parker 
1983.222-24. Faraone 1992.45-46 and Kotansky 1995.254-57 look more generally at 
"flee" formulas in the classical and Hellenistic Greek worlds. 

111 Philops. 16. On the physiology of possession in Medieval Europe, see Caciola 2000.279- 
85, who shows that medieval practices of exorcism assume a body that can be sealed 
against demonic incursion (289-90, 303 n.66). 

12 See also Epid. V 63 (Li 5.242 — 29,3 Jouanna; cf. Epid. VII 28 [Li 5.400 — 69,17 
Jouanna]) and Pl. Sph. 252c2-9; J. Katz and Volk 2000 make a compelling case for a 
reference at Hes. Th. 26-28. That the daimón was itself named the ëyyaotoipvu0oc 
underscores the strong notion of possession operative over and above "inspiration." For 
Near Eastern examples, see J. Katz and Volk 2000.125-27. 

13 On the womb as a container, see Manuli 1980.399; duBois 1988.110-29; Sissa 
1990a.155-67; A. Hanson 1992b.38-39; Dean-Jones 1994.65; H. King 1998.33-35. 

114 See also Call. Del. 86-93, 188-90, where Apollo prophesies from the womb, and PGM 
VIII 1-2, “come to me, Lord Hermes, as babies come to the bellies of women" (£A[0]é uo, 
KUQLE EQun, og xà Boébn eic ta[c] korias xcov yvvou[k]ov). I owe these references to an 
oral presentation by Sarah Iles Johnston and Adria Haluszka. 

115 Padel 1983. For cross-cultural claims about women and spirit possession, see Maurizio 
1995; Caciola 2000. On the idea of the wandering womb, where the womb itself can be 
seen as a kind of daimon, see below, chapter 4, n.161. 

116 For the relationship between breath and procreation, see A. Ag. 1206-7; Supp. 17, 40- 
45, 577. Various classical writers on biology physicalize this dynamic by making mvevua a 
major component of semen: see Genit./Nat. Puer. 12 (Li 7.486-88 = 53,1-55,3 Joly); PL. 
Ti. 91b2-4; Arist. GA 736b35—737a1. On Cassandra, see Barra 1993, esp. 29-43. On the 
Pythia, whom Longinus describes as pregnant with divine vapors exhaled by the earth (De 
subl. 13), see Sissa 1990a.9-70, 168-70, although most of her evidence is late. See also 
Maurizio 1995.81-83, 85-86 on the "randomizing devices" that signal the Pythia's 
message is uncontaminated by human intentions. 

17 On the ambiguity of breath, see esp. Padel 1992.89—98. See also Caswell 1990.52-56. 
us The idea of inspiration is developed at length by Plato in the Ion; see also Cra. 396d1- 
39722; Phdr. 265b2-c3; Democr. (DK68) B18. It is hard to know whether the model is 
original to him. For analyses of the archaic and classical evidence for inspiration, see 
Dodds 1951.80-82; Tigerstedt 1970; Murray 1981; J. Katz and Volk 2000.127-29. 

119 On double determination, see esp. Dodds 1951.1-27 and Lesky 1961; 1966. See also 
Adkins 1960.10-25; Harrison 1960.77-79; Frankel 1975.64-75; Janko 1992.3—7. 
Decisions are also “doubly” determined, but where the god offers good reasons that lead 
the hero to perform actions—Athena's persuasion of Achilles to spare Agamemnon's life is 
a classic example (Il. 1.207-14)—there is far less tension between the gods' presence and 
the hero himself. Indeed, the gods' presence confirms their solicitude for the hero and thus 
elevates his status. 

120 See also Il. 8.77, 17.67; Od. 11.43, 633, 12.243, 22.42, 24.450, 533. For the (possible) 
personification of phobos, see Il. 4.440, 5.739, 11.37. At Il. 13.298-300, Phobos is the son 
of Ares. For phobos as flight, see, e.g., Il. 5.252, 8.139. 

121 Il. 5.126, 254, 527, 17.157, 20.372; Od. 21.426. 

122 For flashing eyes, see also Il. 12.466, 19.16-17. Eyes as a channel between inside and 
outside: Padel 1992.59-63; Lateiner 1995.43. 


123 See Worman 2002.41-107 on this visible surface in archaic poetry. See also Innocenti 
1970; Vernant 1991c; Treherne 1995; Bassi 2003.33-37. 

124 For Odysseus, see Il. 3.191-224; cf. Od. 8.176-77, 17.454, with Bassi 1998.118-40; 
Worman 2002.12, 90-101. It is not so much that Odysseus confounds the system with his 
body. Rather, the difficulty of assigning him a permanent corporeal type is tied to the very 
flexibility of his modes of thought. To the extent that we are speaking of heroic type, we 
are speaking of male bodies; female bodies are much less transparent: see Worman 
2002.86-89, 101-6 on Helen; Zeitlin 1996.53-86 and H. King 1998.23-27 on Pandora. 
See also Thgn. frr. 965-67 (W») for anxiety about the transparency of character in the 
high-stakes world of the archaic elite. 

125 See also Pl. R. 3, 413d7-e5; Leg. 1, 647e-648e, where the city uses fear as a “test” of a 
warrior's courage. 

126 E.g., Il. 11.401-10. Deliberation will, in most cases, result in the hero holding his 
ground, but it may, in certain circumstances, permit retreat: see Loraux 1995.78; C. Gill 
1996a.60-78. 

127 See, e.g., Il. 3.30-37, 7.215, 10.374-76, 14.506, 15.4, 280, 17.733, 20.44-45, 22.136- 
37, 24.358-59; Od. 22.68-69. 

128 Onians quotes William James observing “that the bodily changes follow directly the 
perception of the exciting fact and that our feeling of the same changes as they occur is the 
emotion" (1954.53, emphasis in original). See also Larock 1930.385; Harrison 1960.66; 
Loraux 1995.75-87, although Larock and Harrison appeal to the weakness of primitive 
thought to explain Homer's failure to distinguish between the inner condition of cowardice 
and its symptoms. (Cf. Bóhme 1929.10-11, defending Homer's awareness of "das innere 
Erlebnis.") 

129 Individual fear and collective panic on the battlefield are often distinguished in the 
ancient sources. On the latter, later associated closely with Pan, see Borgeaud 1988.98- 
102. 

130 On the idea that gods act easily (Qeia), see West 1978.139—40. 

131 Boyer 2001.138-40, 196-98, arguing that indifference to the “how” of daemonic 
interaction is cross-cultural, emphasizes that interest in such interaction is usually 
pragmatic (why?): the cultural tradition provides conventional guidelines for imagining 
how gods act. Cf. Samuelsen 2004.100-103 on the absence of body-to-body contact in the 
transmission of disease by sorcerers and spirits among the Bissa of Burkina Faso. See also 
Pelliccia 1995.80-83 on magical causality in Homer. 

132 Gell 1998.101 (emphasis in original). 

133 Gell 1998.101. 

134 Janko 1992.304. Janko thus prefers the vulgate cooev (roused) in 694 to Aristarchus's 
q@oev (pushed), printed in the Oxford Classical Texts and Teubner editions. On the hand 
held over one as a form of protection, see, e.g., Il. 4.249, 5.433, 9.419-20, 24.374; Od. 
14.184; and Grof$ 1970, citing Near Eastern parallels. 

135 The hand continues to do this symbolic work in the classical period, e.g., in the 
expressions àréXxew xéQac (e.g. A. Eu. 350; Supp. 756; Pl. Smp. 213d3—4), “to refrain 
from violence against someone," or èv xeigov vouw (Aeschines 1.5; Hdt. 8.89; Plb. 
1.34.5), “by violence.” 

136 See also Il. 1.567, 7.309, 11.169, 13.49, 16.244, 20.503; Od. 11.502, 22.70, 248; Hes. 
Th. 649; Op. 148. 

137 See also Il. 5.385-91, 8.24-27, 15.19-20. On binding as the constraint on sovereignty, 
see Slatkin 1991.66—69. See also Faraone 1992.74-81; Dickie 1999 for binding in magic. 
138 See the discussion in Csordas 1990: the objectification of demons in Charismatic 
Christianity is the final stage of a process that begins through sensations of otherness that 
are then retrospectively (albeit *automatically") diagnosed as daemonic presence. 

139 Scarry 1985.5-23. 


140 Scarry 1985.17. 

i14 See Mawet 1979.41-43; Holmes 2007.58-59. The goddesses of birth pangs, the 
Eileithuiae, appear in the Iliad armed with a sharp dart (BéAoc o£, 11.269-70). For the 
association of Artemis, herself an archer, with the Eileithuiae, see D. S. 5.72.5; Plut. Mor. 
658F. See also Farnell 1896-1909, 2:444, with 567-68 n.41. 

142 Morb. II 72 (Li 7.108-10 = 211,15-16 Jouanna), čokei èv xoict omAayxvotot eivat 
oiov &xavOa Kai Kevteiv; Galen Loc.Aff. 2.5 (Kühn 8.81): wc tgvmávo doKetv 
dtatiteacOa. Louis Bourgey sees in these cases “une incapacité à dépasser le point de vue 
descriptif" (1953.152). 

143 Scarry 1985.16. 

144 AAaÓueva xoooc doa: Il. 11.574 (cf. 15.317, 21.168); uaiuwwoa: Il. 15.542. Both 
are examples given by Aristotle in speaking of Homer's tendency to describe inanimate 
things as if they were animate (Rh. 1411b31-1412a8). Eustathius reports that cases where 
the spear is said to "desire" to glut itself on flesh were seen as the transference of feeling 
from the one who suffers to that which acts (and tov rtáoXxovrtoc ri TO TOLOVV, ad A 
126): the experience of pain makes one attribute sentience to the imagined cause. 

145 Gell 1998.21 (emphasis in original). See also Knappett 2006.240: “It is through contact 
with the body as a conduit of intentional action that objects come to be imbued with 
mindfulness." Boyer 2001.115-16 notes that recent cognitive research suggests that 
humans have a separate inferential system activated by the perception of tools and 
artifacts that relates them to human agents. 

146 By assuming desire, weapons become moral entities in a restricted sense: see E. Supp. 
1205-7. 

14; See also Il. 4.127-33, 13.444, 15.521-22. Achilles' spear is unique in that it always 
reaches its mark (Il. 20.99). 

148 On Hermes’ staff, see Il. 24.343—44. See also Od. 10.238 (Circe), 13.429 (Athena). 

149 Those desires, however, appear less ambitious than Hera's. 

150 See, e.g., Il. 2.419-20, 6.311, 16.249-52, all cases where the gods refuse to respond to a 
prayer. 

151 R. Parker 1998. See also G. Lloyd 1966.195-96. Reciprocity has been seen as 
disqualifying the gods as moral agents (e.g. Adkins 1960.133-35). But, under the 
influence of comparative anthropology, it is now widely seen as part of the social-ethical 
texture of archaic culture. 

152 Human speech (avôr) and human form (oépac) are often paired in descriptions of the 
gods moving through the mortal world: see Clay 1974. 

153 Lingis 2000.18. 

154 Mauss 1979. 

155 Lateiner 1995.6; see also Adkins 1960.21: "The only system which is forced upon the 
notice of Homeric man is the social system." Lateiner's rich analysis supports the claim 
that gods cannot participate in the social world of epic without bodies; see also Worman 
2002. 

156 See above, pp. 70-72. 

157 See G. Lloyd 1966.193-200. 

158 R. Parker 1998.120. 

159 The healer's absence is noted already in ancient histories of medicine: see Cels. De med. 
prooem. 4 (17,15-16 Marx), hypothesizing that healers are absent because disease is 
attributed to the anger of the gods. 

160 Pharmacological treatment: Il. 4.190-91, 218-29, 11.830, 844-48; see also 5.401, 900- 
901, in the context of wounded gods. 

161 On the charm, see Od. 19.457, with Renehan 1992. Benveniste 1945 finds the tripartite 
“doctrine médicale des Indo-Européens" conserved at Pi. P. 3.40-54. See also S. Aj. 581- 
82. A loose tripartite division into surgery, pharmacology, and dietetics can be discerned 


in the Hippocratic writings (esp. Aph. VII.87, Li 4.608 = 216 Jones) and becomes standard 
in later texts: see Cels. De med. prooem. 9 (18,17-20 Marx), with von Staden 1999b.257- 
58; Thivel 2000.35-37; van der Eijk 2005b.110-14. 

162 Salazar 2000.136-40. Heroes with healing capabilities are connected to the centaur 
Chiron (il. 4.217-19, 11.828-32): see Laser 1983.96; Mackie 1997; 2001; Edelstein and 
Edelstein 1998, 2: 4—5. 

163 On itinerant craftsmen, see esp. Burkert 1983; 1992.41-46. 

164 There is a long-standing debate about whether archaic iatroi treated internal ailments, 
by either magical or pharmacological means. The kakd mentioned at Od. 17.384 imply a 
wide range of expertise. But a division of labor between healers is familiar in other 
cultures, as with the āšipu and the asi in Babylonian medicine: these figures are 
traditionally seen as a magician-exorcist and a physician (Ritter 1965). But see Scurlock 
1999, arguing that the former would have dealt with all diseases requiring a diagnosis 
(with no differentiation between "natural" and "supernatural" causality), whereas the 
latter, like the Homeric iatros, would have been knowledgeable about drugs and capable of 
bandaging and setting bones; a third expert, the bārū, the diviner, could have supplied 
prognoses. On internal medicine in Homer, see Daremberg 1865.84-93; Cordes 1991; 
Hoessly 2001.86-90; Dean-Jones 2003.99-100. 

165 See R. Parker 1983.209. Cf. Hoessly 2001.95-96 (insisting on the importance of 
purification, in which Calchas does not engage directly, to the role of the iatromantis). 

166 The methods of healing that these figures use vary. Abaris is said to both foretell and 
ward off plague from the Spartans (Iamb. Vit. pyth. 91-92); he is mentioned as a Thracian 
who heals with epddai at Pl. Chrm. 158b5-c1. Thaletas is sent by the Pythia to cure the 
Spartans of plague through music (Pratinas fr. 713 iii [PMG] — Plut. Mor. 1146B-C). Bacis 
cleanses the Spartan women of madness (Theopompus Hist. FGrHist 115 fr. 77). The 
Apollonian priest Branchus cures the Milesians of plague with laurel (Callim. fr. 194.28-31 
Pfeiffer). Melampus cures the maddened daughters of Proetus, perhaps through pharmaka 
or homeopathic Dionysiac rites: see, e.g., Apollod. 2.2.2; Hdt. 9.34; Hes. frr. 37, 129-33 
(M-W); Paus. 2.7.8, 2.18.4, 5.5.10, 8.18.7-8; [Plut.] Fluv. 21.4; Str. 8.3.19, with Vian 
1965; Hoessly 2001.149-63. On Epimenides, who diagnoses the cause of plague in Athens, 
see Arist. Ath. Pol. 1; D. L. 1.110; Plut. Sol. 12 (where he deals with pollution already 
identified), with Burkert 1972.150—52. On the evidence for Empedocles as a healer, see 
below, chapter 5, n.38. On these healers, the figure of the iatromantis, and further 
discussion of his healing capacities, see Rohde 1925.294-97; Kudlien 1968.305-10; R. 
Parker 1983.208-12; Vegetti 1996; Hoessly 2001.173-81; Gorrini 2005.135-38. 

167 Although, Parker sees a splintering of the empire of the seer in the archaic and classical 
periods (1983.210). For literary evidence of the role of oracles and seers in healing, see 
Conon FGrHist 26 fr. 1.18; Hdt. 1.19-22, 4.155; Paus. 1.3.4, 3.19.11-13, 5.4.6, 9.8.2, 
10.11.5; S. OT 149-50; Theopompus Hist. FGrHist 115 fr. 392; Th. 2.54. For epigraphic 
evidence, see Parke 1967.267-68, nos. 12-15 (Dodona) on individual consultations; and 
Graf 1992 on an oracle responding to plague from second-century CE Asia Minor. See also 
Faraone 1992.36-37. 

168 On the evidence for the Asclepius cult, see Edelstein and Edelstein 1998; Nutton 
2004.103-14; Wickkiser 2008. For the evidence from Epidaurus, see also LiDonnici 1995. 
It has been often observed that while the medical writers do attack their magico-religious 
rivals, as in On the Sacred Disease, they do not engage in polemics against Asclepius, 
suggesting a level of symbiosis with the cult. R. Parker 1983.249-50 suggests, in fact, that 
the Asclepius cult is shaped by the exaggerated expectations created but not fulfilled by 
the medical tekhne; see also Chaniotis 1995.331; Gorrini 2005.146-47; and esp. Wickkiser 
2008.39-61. Moreover, Gorrini 2005.143-45 cites epigraphic evidence showing the 
presence of physicians at Asclepieia and other healing shrines, and there is increasing 
overlap between contemporary medical therapeutics and the kinds of remedies 
recommended by Asclepius in the Hellenistic and imperial periods: Boudon 1994.165-68; 


Chaniotis 1995.334-35; LiDonnici 1995.48; Horstmanshoff 2004. 

16» On incubation, see Edelstein and Edelstein 1998, 2:145-58. Our evidence suggests that 
healing functions can be attributed to any hero or god. See, on Heracles, for example, von 
Staden 1992d.131 n.2; Kingsley 1995.275 n.88; Faraone 2001.6-7 with n.16; Salowey 
2002; on Demeter, Richardson 1974.229; on Podalirius, Lyc. Alex. 1047-55 (Edelstein 
T158) and Str. 6.3.9 (Edelstein T205); on Machaon, Lyc. Alex. 2048 (Edelstein T205), 
Paus. 3.26.9 (Edelstein T186), and Paus. 2.11.6, 2.23.4, 2.38.6, 4.3.2, 4.30.3 (= Edelstein 
T187-91) on his sons. The author of On Regimen recommends praying to the heroes, along 
with the Earth and a host of other gods, to avert disease (Vict. IV 89, Li 6.652 — 224,25- 
28 Joly-Byl). See, in general, Rohde 1925.132-33, with nn.92-103; Brelich 1958.113-18; 
and the recent review of the evidence in Wickkiser 2008.50-53. 

170 The pharmacological knowledge of ancient healers, for example, may appear to lie 
outside the webbed social world that I have described, but the charm sung at Od. 19.457 
reminds us that the efficacy of pharmaka could be bound to the gods' good and ill will. 
Their use, moreover, appears to have been governed in part by symbolic frameworks of 
meaning that persisted in the medical treatises (von Staden 1992a; 1992b), even as overt 
explanations of efficacy were aligned with the texts' causal principles (Scarborough 1983; 
A. Hanson 1991). See also the remarks of Hoessly 2001.93-95 on the impossibility of 
isolating sanitary cleansing from magico-religious cleansing. 

171 Although the shields in Seven Against Thebes or the Gorgons that protect the warriors' 
knees (places of life-force) do not defend only the *anatomical" self (Deonna 1939). 

172 On the statues of Apollo, see Faraone 1992.57-64. On the social agency of Greek 
statues, see Collins 2003.37—44. On sympathetic magic as persuasive, ritual enactment, see 
Taussig 1993, esp. 12-18, 100—43; 2003.288-95; see also Gell 1998.99—104. 

173 Compare the analysis of proximity and boundary violation in illness concepts in terms 
of physical bodies and social bodies in Samuelsen 2004. But the purification that the 
Achaeans undertake at Il. 1.312-16 (presumably on the advice of Calchas) treats the 
disease in more concrete terms; see also, e.g., Morb. Sacr. 1 (Li 6.362 — 9,3-7 Jouanna). 
174 For Podalirius, see Il. 2.729-33, 11.833. The scholiasts make Podalirius the root cutter 
(@&otéuoc) in order to account for his relative absence in Homer (e.g., Eust. ad N 830 = 
Edelstein T197), while Machaon is said to practice the treatment of wounds and be more 
“warlike,” given his name (Eust. ad A 202 = Edelstein T139). The scholia also link 
Podalirius to dietetics, noting that, in cases of injury, only Machaon is summoned (e.g., 
Eust. ad À 514 = Edelstein T142). This argumentum ex silentio neatly accounts for the 
double absence in Homer of the second Asclepiad and the branch of medicine that will 
become so important in later centuries. 

175 The Sack of Troy is the only instance where Poseidon is named as the father of Machaon 
and Podalirius or associated with healing, save at Od. 9.412 and 9.520-21, where he is 
summoned as Polyphemus's father. 

176 Ancient sources put the floruit of Arctinus around 775 bce, but cf. Davies 1989.3, 5-6, 
11 n.6 for arguments in favor of a later date. The post-Homeric forms in our fragments 
from the epic cycle suggest they were written after the Iliad and the Odyssey and may have 
been subject to some form of rationalization: see Davies 1989.65. Davies finds the above 
fragment "deeply unHomeric," in part because of the portrayal of the healer (1989.77). 
The term axoipeta first appears here, eventually becoming an important idea in medical 
epistemology: see, e.g., Epid. III 16 (Li 3.102 — 238,11 Kühlewein; cf. Dieb. iudic. 1 [Li 
9.298]); VM 9 (Li 1.588-90 — 128,9-15 Jouanna), with Schiefsky 2005a.13-18. Mattes 
sees Ajax's madness, with the suffering of Bellerophon in the Iliad, as *die ersten Zeugnisse 
für eine natürliche Erklárung des Wahnsinns" (1970.66). Nevertheless, we must be 
cautious about speaking of a naturalizing explanation without clear verbal cues that the 
speaker sees his explanation in these terms. 


CHAPTER TWO 


The Inquiry into Nature and the Physical 
Imagination 


There is always the violence of a sign that forces us into the search, that robs us of 
peace. The truth is not to be found by affinity, nor by goodwill, but is betrayed by 
involuntary signs. 

Gilles Deleuze 


IN MANY OF OUR archaic and classical sources, when the perceptible world is 
suddenly and mysteriously disrupted, people look to the gods. By the fifth 
century, such disruptions may call to mind another web of power. In his 
biography of Pericles, Plutarch reports a story that, while probably apocryphal, 
illustrates how signs can draw different worldviews into competition in the 
classical period. Someone brings a one-horned ram for inspection to Pericles; 
he, in turn, solicits two interpretations of the prodigy. One of the experts 
consulted, the seer Lampon, taking into account Pericles' position as the head of 
one of two factions struggling for control of Athens, announces that the leader 
on whose estate the ram appeared will soon secure power. Lampon thus treats 
the ram as a conduit of divine knowledge about the future of the polis. Given 
the opportunity to offer his own interpretation, his rival, the physicist 
Anaxagoras, cuts open the animal's head in order to demonstrate that the single 
horn has been caused by a defect in the brain. Instead of filling out its proper 
position, the brain “had all slipped together to a point, like an egg, at that 
particular spot from which the root of the horn begins" (Per. 6.2). Anaxagoras 
thus identifies the cause of the irregularity by probing beneath the surface of 
the skin. The bystanders are duly impressed, at least until Pericles does, indeed, 
assume power. At this point, Plutarch tells us, everyone decides that Lampon 
has been right all along. Anaxagoras's story is forgotten, and the ram's single 
horn is reconciled with a political community. 

Anaxagoras may not, on Plutarch's account, succeed with the crowd. 
Nevertheless, his assumptions can serve as a working introduction to the 
biological fragments and medical writings extant from the fifth and fourth 
centuries bce. First, Plutarch's Anaxagoras acts as though we see in the absence 
of obstacles to vision, rather than in the light of the gods' favor. In this case, 
nothing bars him from removing what stands in his way—the skin. In making 


his cut, he upholds a fundamental principle in the inquiry into nature: 
phenomena can be understood by looking below the surface to their hidden 
causes. So, whereas Lampon takes the appearance of the ram as mimetic of 
future power relations in the polis, thereby displacing the meaning of the sign 
from its bearer, Anaxagoras refers appearance to biological growth and a 
potentially seen subcutaneous world. When this world is revealed, he sees, in 
one sense, what an Iliadic warrior sees when flesh is cut away. Yet, in another 
sense, he sees something else entirely, insofar as his looking is conditioned by 
new ideas about the phusis of a complex organism.s Seen in this way, the world 
beneath the skin supports a framework of explanation robust enough to 
compete with one based on a divine-daemonic web of sympathies and 
antipathies. 

Plutarch's vignette also shows, however, how difficult it can be to make 
sense, quite literally, of the world beneath the skin. For Anaxagoras ends up 
denying meaning to the mystery of the ram's single horn by referring it to a 
world buried below the threshold of our perception, indifferent to our 
interpretations, our needs, our politics. If the gods embody human values and 
excellence, this buried world is ill suited to the narratives that give our lives 
meaning. No less a biologist than Aristotle observes that “it is not possible to 
look at parts that constitute the human race [tē wv ovvéotnke TO Tov 
avOewnwv yévoc], such as blood, flesh, bones, vessels, and other such parts, 
without considerable distaste" (PA 645a28-30). A physical reality that we want 
nothing to do with and has nothing to say to us lies at the core of Anaxagoras's 
account. Once he shows why the horn formed as it did, his story is over and 
done with.4 And yet, in the end, Anaxagoras's story cannot compete with that of 
Lampon, who relates the anomalous event to the people in whose midst it 
occurs. Lampon's success should remind us of how difficult it is to speak of 
objects without considering subjects. This will prove especially true when the 
objects are also subjects. 

In this chapter, I step back from symptoms in order to sketch the larger 
conceptual context of the physical body's emergence. I focus on the gradual 
formation in the sixth and fifth centuries bce of a community of objects joined 
together by their participation in what I have called physicality, rather than by 
a web of social relationships. I begin by following the shift from personal agents 
to impersonal causes in the inquiry into nature. This is, of course, a well-known 
story. Nevertheless, I would like to revisit it in light of the discussion of social 
agents and symptoms in chapter 1. Early Greek poetry is deeply attuned to the 
behavior of fluids and winds, forces that are, nevertheless, pliable in the hands 
of gods and daimones. By uncoupling these forces from intentions, the physicists 
shift the weight of explanation to the interaction of contingent forces and 
natures. The soma emerges through this process as a major site of becoming, 
through which human nature and other natures are necessarily implicated in 
newly elaborated webs of power. Reading soma in this way may shed light on a 
famously puzzling fragment of the Eleatic philosopher Melissus, where what 
exists is said not to have (a) soma. 

In the latter part of the chapter, I take a closer look at how physicists and 
medical writers conceptualize a community of composite physical objects and 


begin to consider the place of human beings in this community. I show first 
how, through the use of analogy, these thinkers establish continuities between 
bodies in physical, rather than social, terms. I also explore their interest in 
interactions at the level of potentially seen stuffs in their accounts of 
perception, pain, and pleasure. By developing the idea of physical change that 
can be understood without being experienced, the physicists lay the 
groundwork for the conceptualization of a plane of events inside the soma that 
escapes awareness, as well as a reappraisal of the felt in terms of the 
mechanisms of its production. 

My focus in this chapter, then, is on two aspects of physicality that I suggest 
are particularly important to the emergence of the physical body: first, the 
transfer of power from unseen social agents to impersonal forces that drive 
ongoing, albeit often imperceptible, transformations in composite objects; and, 
second, the conceptualization of all such objects in terms of an objective nature 
rather than subjective experience. In the following two chapters, I examine in 
more detail the emergence of the physical human body, primarily in medical 
writing, and begin to explore the problems that this body poses to the idea of 
the person. 

In putting so much emphasis on the physical world, I may seem to be 
adopting a rather outmoded way of approaching early Greek philosophy. In 
recent years, scholars have been less concerned—though not unconcerned— 
with whether early philosophers have an empirical understanding of the natural 
world and whether their methods deserve the label "scientific"; they have 
challenged the labeling of the Presocratics as “naturalists” and pointed to 
modern misunderstandings of Greek phusis.s Moreover, if we turn these thinkers 
into materialists, some have argued, we overlook how important the divine or 
Mind is to their work.s And, in fact, this very term, “materialism,” which 
presumes a concept of matter, raises all kinds of problems. By addressing some 
of these problems very briefly at the outset, I hope to clarify my aims in this 
chapter. 

In a well-known passage from the beginning of his Metaphysics, Aristotle tells 
us that the earliest philosophers conceived of the "first principles of all things 
solely as a form of matter [èv Ang etčet],” principles he describes elsewhere as 
“corporeal” (ocpa'ukaí).; Each thinker, on this account, posits a single stuff (or 
group of stuffs) that persists through any modification. One difficulty with this 
description is that hule, Aristotle's technical term for “matter,” designates a 
concept specific to his own ontology, where it is defined through its relationship 
to philosophical problems articulated in an Aristotelian manner, as well as to 
other concepts like form or composite body.s Aristotle, of course, never claims 
to be giving a disinterested history of philosophy. His discussion of his 
predecessors, rather, is openly *driven by the need to introduce, in addition to 
matter, the further explanatory kinds of principles, and to get clearer about the 
nature of these explanatory factors.”0 His account, then, can be read as a survey 
of how close prior thinkers come to his own doctrine of four causes and his 
metaphysics more generally. In light of Aristotle's method, it is not surprising 
that when he evaluates “a kind of matter" in earlier thinkers, that “matter” 
tends to satisfy one condition of hule while violating another. To take an 


example: insofar as Aristotle sees the *material principles" of figures like Thales 
and Anaximenes as unchanging substrates,10 he must exclude these principles 
from world formation on the grounds that hule, on his own account, is inert.11 
Thus, although problems addressed by Aristotle under the rubric of hule appear 
in earlier thinkers, hule does not easily align with its purported predecessors, 
nor is there an obvious unifying term that it replaces. “Matter” is something of a 
moving target before Aristotle. Can we say, then, that the Presocratics deal with 
the notion of matter “without being able to refer to it abstractly?”12 

This question is difficult to answer. It is not that Aristotle's formulation of 
the problem of matter is irrelevant, given that, in some sense, it grows out of his 
predecessors' work. Nevertheless, it is of limited use for understanding earlier 
thinkers. In this chapter, then, I do not approach matter as the philosophical 
problem articulated by Aristotle. That is to say, I am interested neither in 
categorically denying a respectable concept of matter to pre-Aristotelian 
thinkers nor in narrating the struggle to discover such a concept. Rather, I begin 
here to sketch a messier set of problems around the idea of physicality, a word 
that keeps phusis in the foreground while deflecting the assumptions associated 
with the term “materialism” and, indeed, the presumed coherence of any -ism. 
Consistent with my approach to the physical body, I treat physicality in terms of 
neither philosophical discovery nor an empirical grasp of the natural world but 
in terms of a provocative shift of explanatory emphasis. Thus, although 
physicality encompasses a number of ideas we would call philosophical or 
scientific, I am interested in pursuing conceptual consequences that have tended 
to escape histories of philosophy and science oriented toward the development 
of ideas deemed (philosophically or scientifically) viable. 

At the same time, it bears repeating that there is an undeniable conceptual 
shift in the sixth and fifth centuries. Aristotle may or may not be giving us an 
adequate or accurate account in the Metaphysics when he describes how the 
Ionians rejected theogony in favor of identifying first principles.:» Nevertheless, 
although it will always be possible to identify continuities from the eighth to 
the fifth century bce, it is clear that by the late fifth century there are new 
paradigms of the natural world and divine power circulating in the Greek 
world, paradigms that provoke reconsideration of existing assumptions and 
anxiety.14 If Plutarch, who lived in an age when it was possible to accept both 
the (physical) aitia, *cause," and the (divine) telos, "reason," of a given event, 
finds little threat in Anaxagoras's elimination of politics from the interpretation 
of signs, we cannot assume that fifth-century Greeks were so easily reconciled 
to physicalizing explanation. Elsewhere, Plutarch registers the discomfort 
created by Anaxagoras's claim that lunar eclipses occur, not in response to the 
gods' will, but when a planetary body screens the moon. He observes:15 


OÙ YAE TVELXOVTO tovc PUGIKOLG xai HETEWQOAÉOKAG TOTE KAAOVLLEVOUG, WS 
gic aixíac &AÓyovuc Kai OUVAHELS ATQOVOHTOUS kai katnvaykaouéva náOr] 
Otaroipovrag tò Oetov. (Nic. 23.4) 


For people could not tolerate the physicists and the stargazers, as they were 
then called, on the grounds that they whittled the divine down to irrational 
causes and powers lacking intention and necessary incidents. 


Is there contemporary support for Plutarch's picture of public unease with 
the inquiry into nature? Plato's Apology makes it clear that the claim that the 
planetary bodies are just rocks was a particularly incendiary assertion in the 
late fifth century (26d4-5), and the “Socrates” who appears in Aristophanes’ 
Clouds as a natural philosopher is represented as a threat to the city and its 
youth.16 Even those who have been skeptical about the reports of later writers 
like Plutarch about intolerance in classical Athens have seen as likely “a 
suspicion of intellectual or religious speculation" in the late fifth century.:; In 
Euripides’ Electra, the Chorus recalls how Zeus reacted in horror to Thyestes' 
crime by changing the path of the sun, before admitting that: 


Aéyetat [xáóe], tav dE mí- 
OTLV GĻUKOĀV mao ĒHOLY EXEL 
oteéat Oeguàv &éAvov 
XOLVJOTOV geav aAAG- 
ČAVTA dSvotvxia Boorei- 

w Ovatac ÉVEKEV dIKAG. 
ofegot dé Bootoiot HŪG- 
OLktočog rtoóc Oecv Begarei- 
ac. 


(E. El. 737-45) 


This is what is said, but the trust it gains from me is slight, that the golden- 
faced sun would turn and change its hot position for the purpose of mortal 
misfortune, because of a human dispute. Such fear-inducing stories are a boon 
to mortals, furthering the worship of the gods. 


By using multiple adjectives for “mortal”/“human” (Bedtetoc, Ovatdc), the 
Chorus draws attention to the human world. Yet they do so only to suggest its 
isolation: behind the collective fictions, there may be only cosmic indifference 
to human misfortune and human crimes.:s The possibility of such indifference is 
the danger posed by the physicists to a culture lacking sacred texts. In book 10 
of Plato's Laws, for example, the Athenian castigates the physicists for claiming 
that things up above “are simply earth and stone, being incapable of taking 
heed of human things [6vta avta kai ovdév t&v &vOoorteíov TOAYHĀTAOV 
ģoovričetv óvvápeva]" (886d8—e1).19 

Naturalizing explanation never decisively edges out the agency of the gods 
in classical antiguity; in some guarters its challenge was never felt. 
Nevertheless, by extending the forces of nature, contingency, and necessity into 
the domain of the god's hand, the physicists encourage those around them to 
see behind phenomena not embodied social agents but disembodied fragments 
of nonhuman power. 


DEPERSONALIZING CAUSES 


In the Sophist, Plato declares that the materialists, that is, those who drag 
everything from the heavens down to earth, “actually getting hold of rocks and 


trees with their hands" (xai; xepoiv atexvc mēroag xai Š0ŪG 
neQuauBévovtec, 246a8-9), claim that only what can be touched is real. 
Hostile critic or not, Plato points to a relatively uncontroversial fact about those 
working in the inquiry into nature—namely, that they invest meaning in the 
everyday details of the physical world. Their basic stuffs are things like air, 
water, fire, and earth. When Aristotle says that Thales posited water as his 
material principle, he makes it clear that water here is, at least in some sense, 
just what we think it is, something we can see or feel. 20 

At the same time, though, by delving into the physical world, the physicists 
seek to go beyond familiar acquaintance: “Phusis,” as Heraclitus writes, “is wont 
to hide" (voice ... kovrreodai Hiei, DK22 B123). They build universalizing 
accounts of physical reality around natural processes like rarefaction, 
condensation, mixture, and separation, processes that lay bare the ephemeral 
nature of bounded solids and dispel the mirage of their unity. Their 
cosmogonies expose the present world's debt to an unseen source and prefigure, 
if not its demise, at least radical transformation.2: The sun is created anew each 
day as a collection of little bits of fire.22 Things that appear solid are unraveling 
at another level of reality. Gold, stone, and "everything else that seems to be 
strong" turn out to be born of water; iron is invisibly worn away; whatever we 
think has a form and a strength of its own relentlessly becomes other to itself. 23 
The tenuous grasp these physical objects have on form recalls the soma in 
Homeric epic, caught between the image of the person and the flesh that 
disappears into an economy of interincorporation. 

Those seeking to describe and understand these changes in the natural world 
typically draw on some combination of the causes that Plato ascribes to the 
materialists in the Laws: tukhe, *chance"; ananke, "necessity"; and phusis.» Take, 
for example, an account, ascribed to Anaximander, of how wind, if, by chance, 
it is subjected to the right conditions, naturally and necessarily produces 
thunder and lightning. According to later sources, Anaximander claims that 
wind arises when the finest vapors are separated off from the air under the heat 
of the sun and set in motion by being gathered together.»5 When the wind, 
“becoming trapped in a thick cloud, breaks out under force, because of its 
fineness and lightness," it causes thunder and lightning: “The bursting makes a 
noise while the rift against the blackness of the cloud produces the flash" (DK12 
A23 = Aét. 3.3.1) The account resembles other early meteorological 
explanations in our sources.» It also bears a remarkable similarity to an 
extended parody of such explanations in Aristophanes' Clouds.»; In that play, the 
character “Socrates,” having declared that Zeus does not exist, argues that rain 
and thunder are caused by the rolling and crashing of the clouds: having 
happened to fill with water, these clouds are forced (kāvaykaoBūgi, 376) to 
drift along, weighted down, necessarily (ov àváyknv, 377; cf. 405, dr 
avay«ns), with water, until they finally burst, thundering on account of their 
density (61a tv rnukvornta, 384; cf. 406).2s 

Aristophanes is clearly seeking maximum comic effect in this scene. Yet, in 
dramatizing how a physicist might have presented his theory to a skeptical 
audience, he is also showing us what might happen when new models of 
explanation encroach on domains traditionally under the aegis of Zeus. When 


Strepsiades, a wealthy but unsophisticated Athenian hoping to have his son 
educated at Socrates’ Thinkery, is told that Zeus is not responsible for thunder 
and lightning, his first reaction is to ask how (và toonw, 375) these phenomena 
arise.» Socrates, in turn, describes a series of events (the saturation of the 
clouds, their movement, the outcome of their collisions) that he explains in 
terms of both necessity and the nature of wind and clouds (denseness, fineness, 
lightness). This series allows him to fill in the space typically spanned by 
symbols of divine agency. Strepsiades, however, is reluctant to give up Zeus's 
agency: even after he has heard Socrates' account, he wants to know who forces 
the clouds to move (ó 6 āvaykāčav čori Tig ALTĀG ... dote pēgeodai, 379), 
triggering the chain of meteorological events. But Socrates heads him off here, 
too, by making “cosmic whirl” the initiating cause.so Like Anaximander, then, 
the Aristophanic Socrates sees thunder and lightning not in terms of Zeus's 
intentions or his technologies of action (the thunderbolt), but as the result of a 
mechanical process mobilized by a principle of random motion. Thunder and 
lightning make the force aggregated through this process blindingly visible: the 
cloud-hole left by the wind, writ large in the sky, lights up a world that runs on 
chance, nature, and necessity, a world independent not only of the gods' agency 
but also of the social framework of its realization (Socrates makes a point of 
disabusing Strepsiades of the idea that Zeus uses lightning to punish perjurers, 
398-402). 

It has become common, though not uncontroversial, to see the kinds of 
explanations parodied by Aristophanes, together with the larger physical world 
they assume, as supporting a “notion of self-regulating cosmological 
relationships, i.e., an idea of cosmological order.”31 Scholars defending this 
position typically point to the only Anaximander fragment we have: “For they 
pay penalty and recompense to one another for their injustice according to the 
assessment of time" (ððóvaı yàg avta diknv Kai TIOLV AAĀTJĀOIS ts àóuciac 
KATA TI}V TOV xoóvov tá£iv, DK12 B1).:2 The use that Anaximander makes of 
the legal language of exchange and retribution has led scholars to identify a 
"rule of law" in his physical theory that seems to render the gods' agency 
superfluous.s3 

But terms like “cosmological order" or “natural law" are loaded; behind 
them the risk of anachronism always lingers.s4 While it can hardly be denied 
that thinkers like Anaximander and Anaximenes are pioneering new ideas about 
how power works in the world, we need to be cautious about pinpointing what 
is new in these ideas. It is not sufficient, for example, to say that the gods 
disappear. If Socrates is trying to get Strepsiades to see thunder and lightning 
differently so that he will stop interacting with the traditional gods—sacrificing 
to them, offering them incense, pouring libations—it is because he wants him to 
honor three new ones: Chaos, the Tongue, and the Clouds themselves, the play's 
Chorus. Rethinking divinity was one of the hallmarks of the Ionian tradition. 
Aristotle tells us that Anaximander equates his first principle, to apeiron, “the 
unlimited," with the divine because it is deathless and imperishable, and he 
indicates that other physicists make their main principles divine.ss Heraclitus 
declares god to be *day night, winter summer, war peace, satiety hunger ... 
becom[ing] other in the way that fire,ss whenever it is mixed with spices, is 


named according to the pleasure [or flavor, scent: ndovr] of each” (DK22 B67). 
God for Heraclitus thus appears to be immanent in the ceaseless mutability of 
the phenomenal world. At the same time, the divine continues to be associated 
in early Greek philosophy with hegemony and efficacious intelligence. Aristotle 
says, for example, that Anaximander's to apeiron "steers and controls all things" 
(Phys. 203b11-13 — DK12 A15), and adds that others—presumably Anaxagoras 
and Empedocles—ascribe a similar power to Nous and Love, respectively; 
Xenophanes’ god “without toil shakes all things by the thought of his mind" 
(àm&vevOe TOVOLO vóov ģoevi TAVTA koadaivei, DK21 B25).37 

In Xenophanes' case, the relationship between a new concept of the divine 
and the human becomes particularly complex. He does not deny mind to his 
god. But he does call into question other dominant anthropomorphizing 
projections. In a famous series of fragments, he faults Homer and Hesiod for 
ascribing what is shameful among men—theft, adultery, deceit—to the gods 
(B11) and challenges those who believe that the gods are born and that they 
have their own clothes, a voice, and a demas, a "bodily structure" (B14). He 
declares that if horses and cattle and lions had the means to draw, they, too, 
would represent gods in their own image, presumably just as the Egyptians and 
the Thracians make gods in their own likeness (B15-B16). Xenophanes is not 
alone in questioning conventional representations of the gods. Heraclitus claims 
that those who pray to statues might as well be chatting with houses, “not 
recognizing who gods and heroes are" (DK22 B5). Empedocles' Sphere, which 
precedes every cosmic cycle and is called god, has no human head on limbs 
(àvógouér] kebaAñ Kata yvia), no “twin branches" sprung from its back, no 
feet, no nimble knees, no fertile parts (DK31 B134; see also B29).3s Xenophanes’ 
god appears to lack neither a demas nor the capacity for thought, but he is 
different from mortals in both these respects (otri déuac Cvnroiotv ôpoioc 
ovdé vonpa, B23).s» He sees, thinks, and hears with his whole being (ovAoc, 
B24); he shakes all things with thought (B25); he has no need of locomotion, 
which requires one to take up a position relative to others at different points in 
time and space (Adote &AAr, B26). Xenophanes may be deliberately 
decoupling the god's efficacious intelligence from the human form, whose blind 
spots, we have seen, express gaps of knowledge in Homer. 

At the same time, that very decoupling challenges our intuitive sense of 
agency, that is, doing this instead of doing that. Although in theory nothing 
escapes the mind of Zeus, in practice what he sees or hears at a given moment 
shapes how and where he acts in the world:4 as the painter Agnes Martin once 
wrote, “one who has become all eyes does not see."4: If gods see and know more 
than humans, humans are harmed or helped by this epistemic excess because 
they can, wittingly or unwittingly, attract it. The double sense of the verb 
eukhomai, “to pray" and “to boast," for example, casts prayer as the act of 
getting the gods' attention. Religious festivals and ritual activities are “an 
invitation for the attention of the superhuman."4» But because Xenophanes’ god 
sees everything and acts everywhere, it is difficult to embed his actions in a 
mortal-immortal community: as Vernant asks, “how could humankind institute 
regular exchange with the gods in which homages and benefits balance out, 
unless the Immortals appear in this world in a visible and specific form, in a 


particular place and at a particular time?"4s Given Xenophanes’ emphasis on his 
god's intelligence, it is not easy to see divine agency as immanent in the 
physical changes he describes elsewhere.44 Nevertheless, by attending to those 
changes, he and other physicists begin to sketch a web of power relations 
capable of taking the place of the invisible web of mortal-immortal reciprocity 
assumed in poetry and ritual practice. On what terms do humans participate in 
this world? 


NATURAL JUSTICE 


In the first book of the Iliad, before swearing an oath to avenge his anger 
against Agamemnon, Achilles takes hold of the scepter that “the sons of the 
Achaeans carry ... in their hands in state when they administer the decrees of 
Zeus" (1.237-39). By appropriating the scepter, he implicates not just the entire 
Achaean community but Zeus himself in the insult to his honor and his demand 
for reparation.45 The scepter makes Zeus’s power to act concrete. Stripped of 
bark and denied the possibility of leafing out again, it ceases to participate in 
the life of the forest and becomes a means of harnessing the gods and the order 
they represent to the protection of human justice.46 After all, there is no dike, 
“justice,” for fish and fowl, no oaths between lambs and wolves nor between 
men and lions.47 The scepter stands as a powerful instrument of collective, 
mortal-immortal social and ethical agency. 

The concept of dike continues to do considerable work in the inquiry into 
nature, as the Anaximander fragment, with its reference to cosmic forces paying 
penalties to one another, suggests. Parmenides writes that the gates of Night 
and Day are controlled by “avenging dike" (DK28 B1.14), which, by holding the 
fetters of what-is, keeps it from coming to be or perishing (B8.13-15). 
Heraclitus claims that should the sun overstep its boundaries, the Erinyes, 
ministers of cosmic dike, would find him out (DK22 B94; cf. B28). Empedocles 
claims that Strife periodically succeeds Love to claim its right to dominance in 
the cosmos in accordance with a “broad oath" (DK31 B30).4s 

Many scholars have understood these fragments, with their strong 
commitment to the binding force of law, in terms of the changing political 
landscape of the sixth-century Greek world, a period when power was moving 
from aristocratic hierarchies into the more open channels identified with the 
polis and its legal innovations.» But, as Gregory Vlastos recognizes in an early 
and elegant exposition of this argument, even if the physicists, under the sway 
of nascent democratic or polis ideology, are assuming that the physical world 
obeys a kind of natural justice—and this claim remains subject to challenge— 
that assumption has “a strictly physical sense ... accepted not as a political 
dogma but as a theorem in physical inquiry."so In other words, the physicists 
are not simply refashioning Olympian politics in more egalitarian terms, but are 
reworking what it means to speak of power on a macrocosmic scale by broadly 
eliminating the gods' social agency. In so doing, they complicate the very task 
of reconciling the macrocosm with the microcosm. 

The challenge of reconciliation becomes evident when contemporary 
scholars try to explain the rapport between new physical macrocosms and the 


, 


sociopolitical microcosm: “In the final analysis,” one historian of philosophy 
writes, ^what we have is a sort of reciprocal relation between the microcosm of 
the city and the macrocosm of the universe."s: Our ancient evidence is not 
much clearer. In one fragment, Heraclitus says: 


Evv vow Aéyovxac ioxueiCecBat xen wo EVV TAVTEV, OKVOTEO VOLA 
TIOĀIG Kai TOAD ioxVEOTEQWC toépovazat yàg TĀVTEG oi AVOQ@TTELOL vópot 
ŪTTO Évóc TOV Osg(ov koartel yàg TOGOŪTOV ókócov EDEAEL kal EEAQKEL TAOL 
kai neotyiverai. (DK22 B114) 


Those who speak with sense must put firm trust in what is common to all, like 
a city must rely on its law, and even more firmly. For all human laws are 
nourished by one [law], the divine one. For it has as much power as it wishes 
and is sufficient for all, with more left over. 


Heraclitus is here focusing on the universality of the divine law. Yet against this 
universality stands the small word “like” (6kwoneg), which establishes that the 
city's laws and the divine law have different scopes and operate on different 
scales (the divine law dwarfing that of the city). Heraclitus does not specify how 
the universal law, elsewhere expressed as "all things come to be through strife 
and necessity" (B80), nourishes the city. Nor does he clarify how, if “to god all 
things are beautiful and good and just, but men have supposed that some things 
are just, others unjust" (B102), divine justice dovetails with human justice. 
Some scholars have argued that these how questions are not Heraclitus's 
concern.s2 They may be right. Yet there is evidence that the question of how to 
relate a physical macrocosm to human communities has become urgent and 
open to discussion by the late fifth century. 

Consider, for example, the debate about political power at the heart of 
Euripides' Phoenissae. Jocasta, in an attempt to avert civil war between her sons 
and reestablish rotating rule in the city, speaks first in praise of Isotes, 
"Equality," hymning it as a necessary component of political alliances and 
friendships before casting it as a principle that transcends the city yet, 
nevertheless, finds its true meaning in the exempla it offers to human lives: “For 
it is Isotes that has set up for man measures and divisions of weights, and has 
determined number" (541-42). She then shifts to the cosmos as a whole, where 
"night's lightless eye and the radiant sun walk an equal portion of the yearly 
course, and neither of them, defeated, is resentful” (543-45).5s Yet Equality, like 
Jocasta herself, cannot compel anyone to imitate the order of nature. Indeed, 
the tragedy unfolds from the failure of Jocasta’s plea.s4 In his rejoinder to his 
mother, Eteocles demonstrates his affinities with the young elites in Plato's Laws 
who are led by men of science to believe that justice is not about yielding but 
about succeeding by force.ss The idea that it is naturally just for the stronger to 
triumph shows up elsewhere, as in Thucydides’ Melian Dialogue. It was also 
possible to argue that laws go against human nature altogether, as the sophist 
Antiphon does in the fragments of On Truth.56 These debates indicate that the 
question of how the “is” described by the inquiry into nature intersects with the 
“ought” of the sociopolitical realm is wide open in this period. 

In their attempts to relate the sociopolitical order analogously or 


mimetically to the laws of nature or to oppose it to these laws altogether, fifth- 
century thinkers end up conferring on it a measure of autonomy. For physical 
laws take effect in the political sphere primarily by being enacted by social and 
ethical agents whose implication in these laws is at least to some degree 
dependent on how they interpret them.s; Euripides suggests in the Phoenissae 
that how someone translates models drawn from nature into action depends on 
how he understands their prescriptive force and whether he chooses to accept 
itss Eteocles stands with his mother's counsel on one side and ideas about 
natural domination on the other and chooses.so It is not that this decision—and 
its consequences—cannot in some way be explained in terms of physical forces. 
But anyone who wants to give such an explanation needs to develop a model of 
how human beings are embedded in a world that has largely been drained of 
social and ethical agency. 

In fact, alongside fifth-century debates about the prescriptive force of the 
natural world, a rich discourse had been developing about precisely how we 
participate in that world not qua ethical subjects but qua physical compounds. 
For those writing in this tradition, the microcosm of the human being mirrors 
the larger world rather differently. The author of the Hippocratic treatise On 
Regimen, for example, declares that all living beings are composed of fire and 
water, which master and are mastered, in turn, within a dynamic mixture, just 
as in the external world (Vict. I 10, Li 6.486 — 134,13-20 Joly-Byl). Alcmaeon, 
a physicist active in the early fifth century who was perhaps also a physician,61 
is reputed to have described health as an isonomia, *equal relationship," of 
forces such as the wet and the dry or the bitter and the sweet: disease is the 
monarkhia, “single rule," of one of these powers.c» He thus recasts the struggle 
between various basic powers or stuffs in the world as a whole, a struggle 
common to many sixth- and fifth-century physical theories, as a struggle inside 
the microcosm. The author of On Ancient Medicine writes in the same vein when 
he emphatically declares that the different powers that he identifies in foods 
(the sweet, the bitter, and so on) are "both inside a human being and outside a 
human being” (xai èv to avOeanw Kai ÉEw tov avOewmov, VM 15, Li 1.606 
= 139,1 Jouanna).63 

Because many of the things inside the body also exist outside it, the 
relationship between the macrocosm and microcosm is more than an analogy. 
Just as in early Greek poetry, in which the gods not only have a society like that 
of humans but also actively intervene in human society, the physical world not 
only is a mirror of the human microcosm but directly affects the balance of 
power within it.64 Alcmaeon is reported to have thought that disease is caused 
either by an excess of heat or cold, created by a surfeit or deficiency of 
nourishment—nourishment being one of the primary means through which 
what is outside affects what is inside—or through more immediate external 
causes (kak vv ÉEWOEV aiti@v, B4), an etiology whose different elements 
resurface in later medical writing. Thus, traversed by the same powers and 
composed of the same stuff(s), macrocosm and microcosm are engaged in 
continual exchanges governed by necessity and the nature of these forces and 
stuffs. 

Alcmaeon's understanding of the person as constituted out of different kinds 


of basic stuffs bears a similarity to ideas about all composite objects in many of 
the major fifth-century writers on nature, including Anaxagoras, Empedocles, 
and the atomists Leucippus and Democritus. Whereas most sixth-century 
thinkers seem to have seen the origin of perceptible reality as a single basic 
stuff, these thinkers rely on a plurality of basic stuffs that neither come to be 
nor pass away.ee In Empedocles, we find four rhizomata, “roots” (air, water, 
earth, fire); in Anaxagoras, a plurality of khremata, "things," bits of everything 
that are present in everything (except Mind); and in Leucippus and Democritus, 
atoms, indivisible micro-bodies. In each case, imperceptibly small basic stuffs 
combine to create perceptible compound objects. For Empedocles, for example, 
all “mortal things," people and plants, bones and blood, are mixtures:67 


vot OLOEVOG ÉOTLV ĀTĀVTOV 
Ovytov, ovdé tic ovAouévou Oavätoio TEAEUTH, 
AAA uóvov pis Te Ou&AAa(G TE uryévtwv 
éori, þús Ò ert tois óvopáCexat AVOEWTOLOLV. 


(DK31 B8) 


Of all mortal things no one has birth, or any end in pernicious death, but 
there is only mixing, and separating off of what has been mixed, and to these 
men give the name “birth.” (trans. M. R. Wright) 


Similar sentiments are attributed to Anaxagoras: “For no thing comes into being 
or perishes but is rather compounded or dissolved from the things that really 
exist" (ovdév yao xer]ua yívexat OUdE ATOAALTAL AAA ATÒ EOVTWV XONLATWV 
ovuioyetai te xai duaxçivetat, DK59 B17). Compound objects for Democritus 
are aggregates of atoms. 

In developing these physical theories, the so-called pluralists help to foster a 
new understanding of reciprocity between people and the larger world. For they 
embed people in this world not as social and ethical beings but as composite 
objects engaged in an ongoing process of becoming: "And these things," 
Empedocles says of the roots, “never cease from constantly interchanging [xai 
tavt àAAÁocovza diaurepës oùvdauà Aryel, now through Love all coming 
together into one, now again each carried apart by the hatred of Strife ... and 
they have no stable life [où opioiv čuneðos aiwv]” (DK31 B17.6-8, 11).6s If 
this is justice, it is not a justice that one chooses (with all the tragic weight of 
that word) to uphold or reject but, rather, a system into which every compound 
object is automatically inscribed. The site of these processes of becoming could 
by the fifth century be identified as soma. Recognizing this may shed light on 
our first known attempt to deny the existence of soma. 


MELISSUS AND THE DENIAL OF BODY 


Melissus of Samos (fl. ca. 440 bce), long known as a follower of Parmenides of 
Elea, has, in recent years, been seen as a thinker in his own right.6o In a long 
hexameter poem dated to the early part of the fifth century, Parmenides 
outlines a series of stringent logical conditions for what can exist: to eon, ^what- 


is," must be ungenerated and imperishable, a homogeneous whole, unmoving, 
and complete (DK28 B8.1-4). In his elaboration of these conditions, Melissus 
adds that what-is must be spatially unlimited, specifies ways in which it does 
not change, and denies that it has (a) soma.7o 

The last claim, that what-is lacks (a) soma (DK30 B9), has been vexing for 
many modern scholars.7: The trouble is that in other fragments Melissus argues 
that what-is is unlimited with respect to megethos, usually translated "spatial 
extension" (B3), and full, by which he presumably means “without interstitial 
void" (B7).72 It has seemed virtually inconceivable, not only to modern thinkers 
but also to Simplicius, our sixth-century ce source for the fragment, that what-is 
can be spatially extended and “full” while lacking a soma.73 We cannot assume, 
however, that these three concepts—fullness, megethos, and sdma—are 
inextricably bound together in the fifth century. Our grasp of their respective 
semantic fields in this period is tenuous at best. Nevertheless, let us review what 
little we know about soma before trying to understand what Melissus is denying 
in B9. 

In the introduction, I sketched the unusually narrow semantic field of soma 
in the Homeric epics, as well as the broader range of meanings evident in other 
archaic and classical texts.;4 These meanings all concern animate bodies. In the 
fifth century, we find several examples where soma is used of inanimate objects 
in ways that anticipate the word's usage in the later philosophical tradition. In a 
fragment attributed to the fifth-century Pythagorean Philolaus, earth, fire, 
water, and air are referred to as somata; though the fragment is probably not 
genuine, we find the idea of constituent stuffs as somata from Plato onward.75 In 
the late fifth century, Diogenes calls Air “an eternal and immortal soma" (idiov 
kai ABävarov oua, DK64 B7), whereas everything else comes into being and 
passes away. A second meaning of soma is seen in Gorgias's Encomium to Helen, 
where he endows logos with a very tiny, invisible body, with which it 
accomplishes the most godlike things (ouuxkçotätw oco kai abaveotätew 
Belotara čoya ArtoreĀcī, 8). The idea that soma confers the power to act will 
be integral to Stoic ideas of corporeality. In yet another context, Gorgias's On 
Nature, or What Is Not, as it is transmitted by Sextus Empiricus, Gorgias 
differentiates between megethos and soma in the course of outlining four 
possible ways to establish the unity of what-is.7 Although the passage makes it 
easier to accept that Melissus accords megethos to what-is while denying it soma, 
Gorgias, unlike Melissus, thinks that every kind of unity, including megethos, 
can be divided. In the case of soma, he bases its divisibility on its tripartite 
nature: it has length, breadth, and depth—yet another definition that becomes 
significant in the later philosophical tradition.77 

The spatial definition of soma has dominated the concerns of those puzzled 
by Melissus's denial of soma to a what-is that is full and in possession of 
megethos. It is favored in part because the equation of body with space is almost 
taken for granted in philosophical circles. But the spatial definition also 
accounts for Melissus's statement in B9 that soma threatens the unity of what-is 
because it has parts. Yet divisibility need not entail dimensions. It seems clear, 
moreover, on the basis of our limited evidence, that the semantic field of soma 
is quite broad in the fifth century: in different contexts, it can entail not only 


three-dimensionality but also the capacity to act; it can describe constituent or 
basic stuffs, or objects constituted from these stuffs.7s 

If we assume that Melissus is not thinking of spatial extension when he 
denies that what-is has (a) soma, we are left with two viable strategies for 
determining what is being denied in B9. In Simplicius, the claim that soma has 
parts involves the intermediary step of endowing it with pakhos, "thickness" or 
“coarseness” (ei dé Exot TAXOG, EXOL AV uióguax). We can, then, try to understand 
soma by inquiring into its relationship to pakhos and asking how pakhos relates 
to having parts. One of the more persuasive attempts to do this is G.E.L. Owen's 
hypothesis that Melissus has in mind an "ordinary" view of a physical solid, 
according to which it is “divisible in the sense that parts can be identified and 
distinguished in it, either by finding or making gaps between them or by 
characterizing them as having more or less of something (hardness, say, or heat) 
than their neighbor.”77 Owen's claim gains support from the fact that the 
adjective pakhus can describe not only thickness but also graininess or 
cloudiness, qualities that suggest heterogeneity within a stuffs» An 
understanding of pakhos in this sense offers the most workable solution to B9, at 
least if we accept that Melissus makes pakhos integral to his definition of soma. 

But no doubt things would be easier if we consider soma independently of 
pakhos altogether, as John Palmer has recently proposed. Palmer argues that the 
final sentence of B9 (ei dE Exot rtáxoc, Exot àv uôoux) should be rejected as 
Simplicius's own gloss on Melissus's proposed incorporeality. He attributes to 
Melissus only the claim that what-is does not have (a) soma.s: He argues that, 
by denying soma to what-is, Melissus, like Xenophanes in his denial of a human- 
like demas to god, is repudiating anthropomorphism.s2 

Palmer's argument, careful in its attention to the often-uncertain line 
between fragment and testimonium, is attractive insofar as it allows us to focus 
our attention on soma alone. Nevertheless, despite adopting a strategy very 
different from that of Owen, Palmer follows him in one respect. Both scholars 
circumvent the perceived conflict between B9 and the other fragments by 
declining to treat soma as an abstract notion of space. They assume, rather, that, 
before the conceptual changes that make it possible to think of body qua space, 
soma should be understood in a strictly *ordinary" sense, whether that means, 
as for Owen, a physical solid or, as for Palmer, a human body. 

Yet we need not be restricted to imagining, on the one hand, a 
philosophically sophisticated idea of body or matter and, on the other, an 
unreflective, ordinary one. Melissus may have been using soma to describe a 
composite object formed from more durable stuffs and dynamically embedded 
within reconceived networks of power. This usage is confirmed by other fifth- 
and fourth-century evidence. For example, the author of On Regimen (ca. 400 
bce), a text deeply indebted to the inquiry into nature, defines soma as that 
which is never the same by nature or by necessity, on the grounds that it 
dissolves into all things and mixes with all things.ss Empedocles speaks of the 
various limbs “allotted to a soma" joining in love and being torn apart by 
strife.s In On the Sacred Disease, the author categorically rejects the idea that 
the soma is defiled by a god, “what is most perishable [tò ēruknoorarov] by 
what is most pure [t70 tov Ayvordrov]” (1, Li 6.362 = 9,8-10 Jouanna). The 


soma here epitomizes corruptibility, recalling the semantic field of the word in 
the Homeric epics. By the time Plato wrote the Philebus, he assumed that 
anyone would agree that, when the various basic stuffs are joined together, the 
resulting compound is called soma.ss 

Plato's dialogues also offer us the first secure instances, five in total, of the 
adjective asomatos, “incorporeal.”ss These examples lend credence to the idea 
that what is problematic about soma for Melissus is precisely its relationship to 
becoming. Moreover, they evince little interest in spatial extension.s7 Simmias, 
describing the soul in the Phaedo, contrasts the harmony of a lyre, which is not 
only asomatos but also invisible, divine, and beautiful, with its strings, which 
are “bodies and body-like and composite and earthy and kindred with what is 
mortal" (coļarā te xai COWLATOELO xai OVVOETA kai yeóðn ... kai TOU 
Ovntov ocvyyevr, 86a2—3).ss In the Philebus, Socrates declares that, by 
banishing the false pleasures of becoming, he has imposed a kind of incorporeal 
order (xócpoc ti; àocpaxoc) on an ensouled sóma prone to limit-defying 
pleasures and pains (64b6-8), destabilizing movements that preclude health 
and virtue.s Plato often treats the soma as the point of our entanglement in a 
dynamic, impersonal world subject to tukhe, ananke, and phusis and resistant to 
logos and noos, a world that, unmoored from the Good, endangers our true 
nature. 

It is probable, then, that soma in B9 cues the volatile world of mixture and 
dissolution described by the fifth-century pluralists.so This hypothesis is 
strengthened by the presence of that world as a foil to what-is in another 
fragment where Melissus denies that what-is perishes, grows larger, is 
reordered, or suffers pain or anguish, all examples of suffering and becoming 
other. He puts particular emphasis on the claim that what-is suffers neither pain 
nor anguish:o: 


ovdÈ AAyeī ov yao av nav ein &Ayéov: ov yao av dUvatto dēl civarı xorjua 
aAyéov: ODOÈ ÉXEL lov ðúvauıv TH UYLEL OVS’ àv Ópotov ein, ei àAyéor 
&rtoytvopévou yáo TEV AV AAYEOL T] TEOTYtVOHEVOD, KOUK àv ETL OLLOLOV Ein. 
ovd'av TO oyi£c AA YO SUvatto' ATO yàg àv OAOLTO TO Dytéc kai TO ÉOV, TO 
dé OVK EOV YEVOLTO. Kai negi TOD &vixoOau WUTOS Aóyoc TH AAYčOVTI. (DK30 
B7) 


Nor does what-is suffer pain. For it would not be whole if it were in pain, for a 
thing that suffers pain could not exist forever. Nor does it have a power equal 
to what is healthy. Nor could it be homogeneous, if it suffered pain. For it 
would suffer pain by the subtraction or the addition of something, and it 
would not still be homogeneous. Nor could what is healthy suffer pain. For 
what is healthy and what-is would be destroyed, and what-is-not would come 
into being. And the argument about suffering anguish is the same as for pain. 


Like Melissus’s denial of soma, these lines have generated bewilderment among 
commentators. ^The interesting thing is that Melissus should think the point 
worth mentioning at all" observes Guthrie.» Far from just mentioning the 
point, however, Melissus represents the thing-in-pain as the very antithesis of 
what-is: it is neither whole, nor eternal, nor homogeneous (for pain occurs 


when something is added or taken away). The internal difference that produces 
pain eventually leads to death: “If what-is were to become different [éteQotov] 
by a single hair in ten thousand years, it would all perish in the whole of time" 
(B7). 

Although they resonate powerfully with late fifth-century intellectual 
concerns, Melissus's references to pain and soma also recall an old anxiety, 
powerfully expressed in Priam's vision of the postmortem transition from person 
to soma: “When an old man is dead and down, and the dogs mutilate the gray 
head and the gray beard and the parts that are secret, this, for all sad mortality, 
is a sight most pitiful" (Il. 22.74—76). In the inquiry into nature, the dogs are 
always at work: even what looks solid is imperceptibly crumbling below the 
surface, undermining the coherence of form. Modern commentators tend to be 
confused about why Melissus is dealing with something as banal as pain in a 
rarefied pursuit like metaphysics.os Yet, as Melissus tries to find something to 
hold on to in a world where everything familiar has come under threat from the 
unseen dynamics of flux, it would seem that bodies and pain, as well as other 
natural processes like growth, transposition, and decay, best capture the world 
of becoming that he wishes to deny. 

For Melissus, suffering pain and anguish is a counterfactual condition. If 
sensory evidence were allowed, however, to be in pain would be a sign of 
membership in a community of composite objects gaining and losing parts and 
eventually falling to pieces.o« In fact, it is precisely such a sign that is marshaled 
in the Hippocratic text On the Nature of a Human Being, whose author turns out 
to have a strategic familiarity with Melissus's philosophy. The treatise begins 
with an attack on contemporary material monists.os The author argues that, 
because the basic stuff of the physical world is not phaneron, *manifest"— 
presumably because the phenomenal world is so diverse—these monists have no 
empirical means of adjudicating between their competing primary stuffs and 
must resort to marturia te kai tekmeria, “evidence and proofs": “But in my view 
such men overthrow themselves through the terms of their own arguments 
because of misunderstanding, but they set the argument of Melissus upright" 
(GAA čuorye SOKEOVOLV oí TOLOUTOL AVOEWTOL AVTOL EWUTOUS KkATABAAAeLv èv 
TOLOLV OVOUAOL t&v Adywv [xov] EwUTWV LTO &cvveoírc, TOV dé MeAiooov 
Aóyov 0ó9000v, Nat. Hom. 1, Li 6.34 = 166,9-11 Jouanna). It is clear that the 
author is faulting his colleagues' failure to move beyond words to the more 
important criterion of truth, namely phenomenal evidence.s Less clear, 
however, is the reference to Melissus. The author may be co-opting the Eleatic's 
arguments that what really exists is not a part of the physical world, in order to 
block the application of material monism to human nature.s7 In any event, he 
certainly knows who Melissus is. 

Even more striking evidence of the author's awareness of Melissus emerges 
in his attack on a subset of the material monists, the physician-monists. Here he 
is confronting opponents who, like him, verify their truth claims with evidence 
provided by the soma. He begins his line of attack by rejecting monism tout 
court: ^I say that if a human being were one, he would never be in pain. For 
certainly there would be nothing from which he, being one, could suffer pain" 
(yo dé pnu, el Ev HV WVOEWTOG, ovóértot àv NAYEL OVdE yàg àv Åv UT OTEU 


GAyrjoetev tv óv, 2, Li 6.34 = 168,4-5 Jouanna).ss The medical writer thus 
repurposes the counterfactual argument used by Melissus to prove the 
impossibility of what-is suffering pain in order to show that human nature is not 
uniform but, on his account, made up of four basic stuffs (phlegm, blood, 
yellow bile, black bile) found inside the soma. What had been initially advanced 
as disembodied, metaphysical truth becomes embodied truth: human nature is 
composite and, hence, internally divided. Beneath our sense of well-being—a 
sense, that is, of being an integrated whole—different constituent stuffs are in 
constant flux. 

The model advanced in On the Nature of a Human Being assimilates human 
nature to other natures being described in the fifth century. The pluralist line, 
as we have seen, is that the world is populated with compounds always 
undergoing change. These changes, however, are often imperceptible, with the 
result that we often fail to recognize the true composition of physical reality. 
Democritus famously declares: *We know nothing in reality; for truth is in the 
depths" (éxer] dE ovóév uev £v BLOG yao 1r] aArj0ewx, DK68 B117).»» Sextus 
Empiricus, in the context of transmitting the dictum “the phenomena are a sight 
of unseen things," reports that Anaxagoras proposes an experiment—take two 
colors, black and white, and pour one into the other drop by drop—to 
demonstrate that sight, because of its "weakness,” cannot register the 
incremental changes underlying perceptible reality and, hence, the truth (M. 
7.90 = DK59 B21). In On the Nature of a Human Being, as well, the reason the 
author marshals proof in defense of his account is we do not have an intuitive 
grasp of our own nature. 

There are important philosophical consequences for the view that we fail to 
grasp what is going on below the threshold of the visible world outside us. The 
consequences of the idea that we are unaware of what is happening inside us 
are equally significant. In the previous chapter, I argued that the boundaries of 
the felt coincide with the boundaries of the person in early poetry and that the 
unfelt, unseen space from which symptoms erupt is understood as daemonic 
and external. Our evidence is too scanty to prove this point decisively. 
Nevertheless, I believe we can conclude that the idea of an unseen and unfelt 
space inside the person, that is, a space concealed by the skin and located 
mostly below the threshold of sensation, is crucial to the emergence of the 
physical (human) body and, more specifically, to the emergence of that body as 
an object of expert care. To consider how the basic idea of objective, unfelt 
space comes about, we can first examine how composite bodies are assimilated 
to one another through analogical arguments and then look briefly at some 
accounts of perception, pleasure, and pain that depend on potentially seen but 
not necessarily felt changes to those bodies. In the process, we can begin to get 
a sense, too, of the strategies being developed to see into the hidden physical 
world. 


A COMMUNITY OF OBJECTS 


One of the distinguishing features of sixth- and fifth-century physical and 
medical theories is that all compounds participate in the same economy of 


impersonal force. As the author of On the Sacred Disease observes, the south 
wind acts in the same way (to à’ ALTO tovto ... čoyāčerai) on the earth, the 
sea, rivers, springs, and wells, and, indeed, on every growing thing that has 
moisture, which is to say, everything, because everything has moisture (13, Li 
6.384 = 24,5-8 Jouanna).100 On the grounds that everything is subjected to the 
power of the south wind, the author thinks we can pursue knowledge about 
hidden things—in this instance, things inside the soma like the brain and the 
vessels—by looking at analogues that are easier to observe. He accordingly 
introduces two such analogues: earthenware jars that change their shape in 
response to the wind; and the sun, moon, and stars, whose visibility is dimmed 
by the wind's force. If wind can master such great and powerful things, he 
points out, it can easily affect things inside the body. He concludes that, under 
the south wind's moist influence, the brain necessarily relaxes and the vessels in 
the body widen.101 

It is clear from this passage that analogy, once dismissed by modern scholars 
as a merely ornamental device, plays a crucial methodological role in early 
Greek speculation about the natural world.102 Physical analogies bear some 
clear similarities to similes in archaic poetry. Archaic similes often travel across 
the luminous surfaces of the world, gathering together the radiance of persons, 
stars, and flowers and thus giving the sense that the vital forces coursing 
through rivers and plants also animate people. These forces are imbued with 
newfound explanatory potential by the physicists. By advancing theories about 
the world's basic stuff(s) and qualitative change, they make analogy an 
increasingly useful means of explaining how one thing works by invoking 
another qua model. Such functional analogies identify similarities guaranteed 
by physical necessity. The analogue becomes an observable instance of a 
general principle while illuminating the specific process or effect in question, 
thereby shedding light on the unseen. 

It is admittedly questionable whether the earliest Milesian analogies, which 
tend to focus on meteorological phenomena, are truly functional. When Thales 
answers the question of what keeps the earth from falling by observing that 
wood floats in water, he seems to be assuming that the image itself (an object 
stabilized by water) is a sufficient explanation of something that cannot be seen 
(the earth resting on water).103 By the fifth century, however, physicists and 
medical writers are more explicitly invoking principles of regularity in their 
analogies, as we saw in On the Sacred Disease. The author of On Generation/On 
the Nature of the Child, for example, claims that embryos grow to a size and 
shape that is equal to their enclosure. He notes that the principle can be 
observed directly by placing a jar over a young cucumber as it grows, before 
extending it universally: “For it is generally true that all things behave in this 
way [ta þvóueva oót1o Tavta čxet], however one compels them to” (9, Li 
7.482 = 51,9-10 Joly).104 Or consider the detailed explanation attributed by 
Aristotle to Empedocles of how breathing occurs through the alternating 
pressure of blood inside the body and air outside it: the process is both 
illustrated and verified by the alternation of water and air in the clepsydra, a 
vessel used for the transfer of liquids.105 Analogy is “predictive metaphor.”106 By 
describing one object's behavior, the writer tells a vivid story about invisible 


changes to another. 

In the majority of analogies cited thus far, the unseen domain in question is 
the inside of a body where brains grow damp, embryos take shape, and 
respiration occurs. By assimilating bodily structures and processes to plants, 
planetary bodies, and artifacts, these fifth-century thinkers are encouraging 
their audience to conceptualize things and events inside the soma as potentially 
seen and to imagine the soma itself as an object under the power of nature and 
necessity. It is true that in Homeric epic the innards are potentially seen; they 
are perceived as concrete. Yet, of equal importance is a primarily felt domain 
within the person that does not seem to be imagined as visible space: if the etor 
rises or the heart beats faster, it is a subjective experience, communicable to 
others through the language of feeling. Conversely, when Empedocles uses the 
clepsydra to model breathing, he assumes that physical processes are not 
transparent to us because we experience them; they are, however, reproducible 
in a common field of vision. Whereas, in archaic poetry, animals primarily 
model characters, behaviors, and feelings, often “sharpen[ing] the portrayal of 
pathos," the animals used as analogues in physiological and biological contexts 
function primarily as structural models. 107 

Georges Canguilhem once observed that “a model only becomes fertile by its 
own impoverishment. It must lose some of its own specific singularity to enter 
with the corresponding object into a new generalization.”10 The models in early 
Greek science and medicine are, indeed, strategically limited representations of 
objects.109 Yet these models, in turn, impoverish the object under observation. 
The subjective experience of being embodied gives way to the state of an object 
body. The emotionally rich nexus of social relations among gods and persons 
and animals fades before an emergent community governed by winds and 
humidity, the hot and the cold. 

The mapping of objective space in the fifth century is encouraged by the 
extension of aisthesis, “sensing” or “perceiving,” to all compound bodies to 
describe how they respond to external forces.110 The author of On the Sacred 
Disease, for example, expresses the impact of the powerful south wind by 
declaring that all things (cosmological bodies, earthenware vessels, and so on) 
aisthanetai, “sense,” it; he goes on to assert that the wind forces the soma “to 
sense," aisthanesthai, and “to change," metaballein.111 In On Generation/On the 
Nature of the Child, we are told that a woman's body, being especially moist, 
aisthanetai, "senses," temperature fluctuations during the month: sensing results 
in the agitation of the blood, rather than subjective awareness of these changes 
(15, Li 7.494 — 57,18-22 Joly). Sensing in these instances does not coincide 
with sentience but describes, rather, physical interaction with the 
environment.112 Thus, when these writers claim that vessels or bodies sense 
winds or changes in temperature, we should see this not as animism but as a 
kind of anti-anthropomorphism different from that found in Xenophanes, an 
anti-anthropomorphism that redescribes felt, socially embedded experience in 
terms of physical change. 

Those writing on nature more generally appear to have adopted a similarly 
objective approach toward perception, pain, and pleasure. We owe most of our 
evidence for their ideas to Theophrastus's De sensibus. In keeping with the 


principles of Peripatetic “critical endoxography," Theophrastus adopts a highly 
combative stance toward previous theories of perception, one informed by his 
own sense of the explanatory burden of such a theory. While the degree to 
which his account distorts the theories in question cannot be gauged, it is, at 
the very least, an account shaped by its author's own terms and expectations. 113 
Nevertheless, it is quite clear from Theophrastus's reports that many fifth- 
century physicists conceptualized perception, pain, and pleasure in objective, 
rather than subjective, terms. Empedocles states in one fragment that 
everything that has been "fitted together," presumably from the roots, not only 
feels pleasure and pain but also thinks.::4 More specifically, Theophrastus 
reports that Empedocles holds that “feeling pleasure is through things similar in 
their parts and in their mixture" (1jdeoOat dE tois OHtototg katá Te [tà] LOQLA 
Kai trjv Keaotv), whereas being in pain, inverting this principle, occurs by 
things that are opposite (AuneioOa dE tois Evavtiotc).1is Empedocles, then, 
may have seen pain as the antagonistic relationship between compounds that, 
while capable of interaction, are immiscible; pleasure would name the 
harmonious interpenetration of two compounds, which presumably results in a 
beneficial mixture in the incorporating object. 

If pain, pleasure, and perception encompass a range of phenomena, 
Empedocles may have thought that different compounds "sense" differently, 
much as clay vessels and brains sense the south wind differently in On the 
Sacred Disease. But it is hard to know whether he, or indeed other pluralists, see 
all these compounds as sentient. In On Plants, a later Peripatetic text based on 
works by Aristotle and Theophrastus that survives only in translations of 
varying guality,116 Empedocles is reported to have said that plants are moved by 
desire, perceive, and feel joy and sadness (tristari delectarigue).117 The same 
position is attributed to Anaxagoras, who is also alleged to have written that 
plants are living things that feel joy and sadness (laetarique et tristari), drawing 
this conclusion from their changing leaves.118 It is difficult to make sense here of 
what these thinkers mean by joy and sadness (if, indeed, the text transmits their 
views correctly). Perhaps Anaxagoras infers that the plants feel pain or pleasure 
when their mixtures change, just as humans feel pain in disease or joy in health. 
Or perhaps he sees changing leaves as signs of an “objective” sorrow and joy.119 
But even if Empedocles or Anaxagoras does attribute sentience to plants, what 
would be the implications? Does plant sentience mean the same thing as the 
human experience of pain and pleasure? Stories of wounded plants (usually 
trees) from Greco-Roman literature, probably preserving cultic and folk 
traditions, grant them recognizable signs of pain (blood, crying out) that locate 
hurt within an emotional web of reciprocity and revenge.:» Yet it is unlikely, 
though not impossible—especially for Empedocles—that this web is relevant to 
the physicists’ descriptions of pain and pleasure.:: Our evidence, though 
fragmentary and minimal, suggests that these thinkers understand pain, 
pleasure, and perception primarily in terms of mixtures and passages. 

By taking such an approach, physicists and medical writers shift attention 
away from intentional, socially embedded harming. They also downplay the 
question of whether and how animate and inanimate bodies differ. The lack of 
difference is clearly a concern for Theophrastus, who faults Empedocles for not 


distinguishing between animate and inanimate compounds in his theory of 
perception, observing rightly that “parts are fitted into the passages of lifeless 
things too" (€vagudttet yàg kai toic TMV àpúxwv mógoic, De sens. 12).122 
Modern scholars, too, have been troubled by the blurred line between the 
objective and the subjective in Presocratic accounts of pleasure and pain. 

Perhaps, however, the physicists are not so much blurring these categories 
as simply subordinating the latter to the former. Rather than privileging the 
subjective experience of, say, pain, they turn it into a subspecies of the category 
of physical change: "suffering harm." But this does not mean that they fail to 
recognize commonsense notions of sentience, at least in humans. Analogies 
identify not only sameness but also difference: on the one side stands the 
proliferation of likeness; on the other, the comfort of a dividing line (we are 
speaking not of x but of something only analogous to x). In the realm of sensing, 
compound bodies may be differentiated by whether they are aware of their own 
sensing. 

Consider what we know, again largely from Theophrastus, about 
Anaxagoras's theories of perception and pain. Whereas Empedocles defines 
perception in terms of like-to-like, Anaxagoras seems to understand it in terms 
of difference, arguing that like is unaffected by like.123 That is, if you experience 
something as hot, the hotness is registered because of the difference between 
the cold in you—recall that, according to Anaxagoras, a bit of everything is in 
everything—and the hot coming from outside. Anaxagoras also holds that every 
contact with what is unlike causes distress.124 From these two premises, he 
arrives at a paradoxical idea—namely, that all perception is painful.125 
Theophrastus raises an obvious objection: because many perceptions are not 
painful at all, the claim that all perception is painful is manifestly untrue. But 
he also reports that Anaxagoras had empirical evidence to support his claim: 
bright colors and excessively loud noises often cause intolerable pain. In these 
cases, the degree of unlikeness is presumably strong enough to make us feel 
pain, that is, become aware of the state of conflict in our sensory organs.126 But 
by pointing out that we feel pain only under these circumstances, Anaxagoras 
implies that the clash of opposites in perception—that is, pain—more 
commonly occurs below the threshold of consciousness. In other words, we feel 
pain only if the clash of opposites crosses a level of intensity.127 

The very idea of a threshold of perceptibility in Anaxagoras implies someone 
to whom physical changes become manifest.:» It recalls the claim in On the 
Nature of a Human Being that we perceive our composite nature only if 
difference within the mixture escalates into (felt) pain. The notion of a 
threshold reappears in another medical treatise, On Ancient Medicine (using 
Avuméc to refer to felt pain):129 


tavta LEV HELLY LLEVA xai KEKQNHÉVA AAĀTJĀOLOLV OÙTE HavEegd ÉOTLV OÙTE 
AUTEL TOV &vOoortov, ótav dé xt TOUTWV ATOKOILOT) xai ALTO Ed’ ÉWUTOÙ 
YVEVNTAL TOTE xai pavegov EOTL Kai Avrei TOV AVOQWTIOV. (VM 14, Li 1.602 
— 136,12-16 Jouanna) 


These things [sc. constituent stuffs inside the body], when mixed and 
compounded with one another, are neither apparent nor do they hurt a 


person; but when one of them is separated off, and stands alone, then it is 
apparent and hurts a person. 


Here, too, we are not hurt by the stuffs inside the body, as long as they are 
mixed together, which is to say, they are not phaneron, “apparent.”130 In each of 
these examples, the inside of the physical body is a space largely beyond the 
reach of consciousness. By splitting conscious subject from physical object, 
these thinkers help embed the line between seen and unseen in the inquiry into 
nature inside the human being. 


BODIES, PERSONS, KNOWLEDGE 


On the basis of what we have seen thus far, conscious sensing looks rather 
impoverished compared to bodily sensing. Bodies, strangely enough, would 
seem to be *more sensitive" than persons to the world around them. We can, 
however, adopt another perspective on the sensitivities of bodies and persons. 
After all, the encounter between persons and the external world is not limited to 
the body's reflexive sensing of temperature changes or even our conscious 
awareness of harmony or disharmony between our mixture and that of an 
object with which we come into contact. In the case of the most conventional 
modes of sensing (i.e., the five senses) and mental sensing, being affected by 
something focuses attention as much on its nature as on the quality (painful, 
pleasurable) of the changes it brings about. That is to say, the encounter 
produces some kind of knowledge of the external world (its basic stuffs, its 
underlying relationships), rather than simply knowledge of one's own 
experience.131 Indeed, when earlier I described the physical body as the primary 
point of our implication in the natural world, I may have appeared to be 
overlooking the significance vested by many physicists in observing and thinking 
as privileged relationships with that world. Thus, Heraclitus, Empedocles, and 
Parmenides all state or suggest that thinking the right kinds of thoughts 
positively transforms our relationship to our environment.132 If thoughts are the 
right kind, it is presumably because they build on the particular receptivity of 
human nature to true knowledge about the nature of things, knowledge that, in 
turn, brings the person into greater harmony with the world around him. 
Thought is thus a uniquely transformative encounter with reality. 

At the same time, virtually all of those working in the inquiry into nature 
conceptualize thought as a physical encounter.133 As a result, they often make 
the capacity to know dependent on the state of the perceiving mixture.134 In 
Empedocles, thinking requires that our own mixture be harmonious—he holds 
that thinking occurs through blood around the heart (DK31 B105)—so that acts 
of cognition are “acts of love.”135 Heraclitus declares that “a dry psukhē is wisest 
and best" (DK22 B118). If the psukhe gets too wet, for example, from excessive 
drinking, one stumbles along, led by a slave. For Parmenides, the mixture of the 
“limbs” appears to affect the quality of thought (DK28 B16).136 Democritus is 
reported to have held that thoughts change in accordance with the physical 
state of the soul.is7 And in the Clouds, Strepsiades first finds Socrates 
investigating meteorological matters by hanging in a basket where he can 


mingle his thinking with fine and subtle air (229-30), probably a parody of 
Diogenes of Apollonia. These thinkers thus establish a situation where we are 
ignorant not because the gods see and know more but because our thinking can 
become muddled by the forces that govern other kinds of physical change. 

This evidence ought to make us hesitate before treating the significance of 
thought in the inquiry into nature in terms of mind-body dualism. Rather, what 
we have begun to see is a more complicated situation. On the one hand, many 
of these thinkers seem to be working with the idea of a continuum of sensing, 
understood broadly as responsiveness to external forces, that extends through 
all physical bodies and body parts, whether they are human beings, plants, or 
earthen vessels. In this context, there is neither body nor mind. There are 
simply different kinds of mixtures. On the other hand, by recognizing a 
threshold of consciousness within the person, thinkers like Anaxagoras or the 
author of On Ancient Medicine demarcate two distinct domains. Conscious 
sensing, moreover, admits of a further division between registering the pain or 
pleasure created by incorporating or engaging a given mixture and achieving 
true knowledge of that mixture and reality more broadly. These thresholds— 
between the nonconscious and the conscious, between perception and 
knowledge—are thus not only points on a continuum but also opportunities to 
establish the categories of the body, the senses, and the mind. 

The fifth- and fourth-century physicians, I argue, have an important role to 
play in demarcating these categories. Physicians offer, on the one hand, robust 
accounts of human nature—perhaps, as Jacques Jouanna has said, the first 
“science de l’homme”—that are grounded in the study of the soma as an object.138 
It is precisely because these accounts rely so heavily on the physical body, as I 
suggest further in chapter 5, that they encourage others to develop accounts of 
human nature focused on the mind or the soul. 

On the other hand, the medical writers tacitly but consistently acknowledge 
the difference between the person and the body, as well as the difference 
between sensing and knowledge. These differences are grounded in the 
physician-patient relationship. For in this relationship, the physician assumes an 
essentially disembodied position of knowledge about the physical body. By 
*disembodied,” I do not mean that the physician does not use his senses; the 
senses, in fact, are indispensable to his acquisition of knowledge.::» Rather, I 
mean the physician stands outside the body looking in. The basic dynamics of 
medical knowledge, then, including knowledge of human nature, split the 
person into the knower, who strives to understand and manipulate the body, 
and the body itself. 

Located uncomfortably between the knowing physician and the body is the 
patient, the one who suffers.140 The patient's presence points to another schism, 
this time between the person and his own body, which, qua physical object, is 
alien to him. The strangeness of the physical body means that if the person is to 
know anything about it and, hence, take care of it, he must adopt the position of 
a physician. Consider how the author of On the Nature of a Human Being uses 
phenomenological pain to prove that a human being is not one. Pain itself does 
not create the proposition “we are not one." Rather, it merely confirms the 
assumed principle that there is nothing from which the one could feel pain. 


Pain does not allow us to see the stuffs inside.141 The clarity it provides relies on 
existing assumptions about how things work. 

If the meaning of pain, and, indeed, any bodily phenomenon, depends on 
beliefs about cause, this is because symptoms stimulate worldviews that are 
conjectured, conceptualized, and imagined by people. Sign inference is common 
in the ancient Greek world, as it has been throughout human history. We have 
seen, for example, that someone who suffers a sudden and mysterious pain is 
likely to attribute it to a powerful unseen social agent. In fragments from 
Alcmaeon and Xenophanes, we begin to find a more self-conscious interest in 
the inference from signs as the basis for human knowledge about the 
invisible.142 But it is the medical writers who demonstrate the most obvious 
commitment to making inferences from empirical data, which they use, in a 
complex circular process, both to underwrite and to build on claims about the 
nature of the body and human nature.143 Taken together, the texts of the 
Hippocratic Corpus, despite the diversity of ideas and styles, undeniably attest a 
new self-consciousness about how knowledge about what is unseen is created. 

I think we can better understand this self-consciousness by seeing it as part 
of a collective effort in the fifth and fourth centuries, primarily among 
physicians, to build a robust account of the physical body and the web of forces 
in which it is caught, an account competitive with existing strategies of 
interpreting symptoms. Neither the active forces in medicine—things inside the 
soma, for example, or the impersonal powers of foodstuffs—nor daemonic 
agents are evident. Blaming symptoms on agents is a social practice too 
common to need proof, though experts may, of course, be consulted about which 
agents are responsible and how to appease or combat them. If physicians 
wanted to break the habit of inferring agents, they had to do the conceptual, 
imaginative, and rhetorical work to persuade their audience to “see” what 
neither pain nor health nor habit shows, that is, to see into the soma with the 
sight of the mind. I turn now to consider both how and what physicians see 
when they use symptoms, and corporeal phenomena more generally, to look 
inside the soma, beginning with their perception of a new daemonic space. 


1 On the inquiry into nature, see above, introduction, n.5. 

2 Cf. the sneeze at Od. 17.539-47, with Pease 1911.431-32: the sign has little bearing on 
Telemachus himself, but confirms that Penelope's prediction of the suitors death will 
come true. On somatic divinatory signs more generally, see Halliday 1913.174-83; 
Langholf 1990.248-49. 

s Gregory Vlastos, describing phusis as it is used by Herodotus, gives a definition with 
broader applicability: ^The physis of any given thing is that cluster of stable characteristics 
by which we can recognize that thing and can anticipate the limits within which it can act 
upon other things or be acted upon by them" (1975.19). See also Heidel 1910; Curd 
1998.43-47; Andó 1999; and esp. Naddaf 2005.11-35, stressing the importance of origins 
and development to the concept of phusis. Gallego Pérez 1996.419-21 nn.1-11 offers a full 
bibliography on phusis. 

4 Democritus may have been the first to articulate the principle that there is no use looking 
for a reason for what is necessary in nature (DK68 A65 = Arist. Phys. 252a32-b1). 
Anaxagoras does have a principle of cosmic Mind, but it is unclear how it affects his 
interpretation of the horn. 


s For the difficulties with the label “Presocratics,” which was popularized by Diels's Die 
Fragmente der Vorsokratiker (1903), see Laks 2002.17-25. See also, introduction, n.5. 

s On the importance of the divine, see Jaeger 1947, with the criticisms of Vlastos 1952; see 
also Kingsley 1995; Collins 2003.21-23. 

7 Arist. Metaph. 983b7; see also 984a5-7, 987a4; Phys. 194a18-19. On the expression év 
UAng etdet, see Ross 1958, 1:128-29, translating “of the nature of matter.” 

s Graham 1984 argues that we can pinpoint the "discovery" of matter within Aristotle's 
corpus, a claim reiterated at Graham 2006.64. On the function of Aristotle's matter 
concept, see Graham 1984; 1987. The difficulty involved in knowing matter empirically— 
at Metaph. 994b25-26, we are told “matter must be known through the thing that changes 
(èv kivoupévw)”; see also Phys. 191a7-12, where the substrate can be known only on 
analogy with phenomenal types of matter, like bronze—underlines that it is mostly a 
metaphysical concept. 

» M. Frede 2004.14. For the classic negative assessment of Aristotle as a historian, see 
Cherniss 1935, esp. 218-88 on the concepts of cause and matter. Cf. Guthrie 1957. More 
recent studies tend toward the proverbial middle way: see Collobert 2002; M. Frede 2004; 
Leszl 2006; see also Baltussen 2000.28-29, emphasizing the shift toward a reception-based 
approach that sees Aristotle's historical overviews as critical in a constructive way. But 
there is still a healthy distrust of Aristotle's representation of prior philosophers (e.g., 
Kingsley 1995, esp. 384-91; Most 1999.332-33; Laks 2006.55-56), though few would 
argue that we should ignore his historical account altogether. 

10 Most scholars believe that, insofar as he represents Thales' water as an unchanging 
substrate, Aristotle is extending what was probably a cosmogonic principle beyond its 
intended function: see Kirk, Raven, and Schofield 1983.89-95. Mansfeld 1985.118-19 and 
Algra 1999.50-51 emphasize Aristotle's reticence about the role of water in Thales' 
philosophy. See also Graham 2006, esp. 48-112, who claims that Aristotle misapplies the 
substrate model (“Material Monism") to all the Milesians and argues that the arkhe for 
these thinkers is a generating substance that undergoes real change after the cosmogonic 
event. 

1 See, e.g., Metaph. 984a21-25: “It is surely not the substrate itself that makes itself 
change [ov yàg à] TO ye ortoke(pevov AUTO moleī HETABAAAELV éavtó] ... wood does not 
make a bed, nor bronze a statue, but something else is the cause of the change." Similarly, 
although Aristotle considers principles like Empedocles' Love and Strife as possible 
precursors of the Unmoved Mover, they are ultimately disqualified on the grounds that 
they occupy space: see Metaph. 1075b2-6 (cf. Emp. [DK31] B17.19-20); see also Metaph. 
988a33-34; GC 314a16-17, with Inwood 2001.51; Graham 2006.233-35. Cf. G. Lloyd 
1966.251-52 and M. R. Wright 1995.32-34, arguing that because Love and Strife are 
inherent in the roots (Lloyd) or manifest in their balance and movement (Wright), they do 
not occupy space. Curd 2007.200 n.14 argues against the materiality of both Love and 
Strife and Anaxagoras's Nous. For the Presocratic "failure" to grasp the relationship 
between matter and spatial extension, see Renehan 1980; Kirk, Raven, and Schofield 
1983.364, and the discussion of Melissus below. 

12 Graham 1999.172. 

13 For a negative view of this break, see Pl. Leg. 10, 886b10—e2. At the same time, Aristotle 
is, at times, willing to see continuities between myth and philosophy. Moreover, ancient 
historians of philosophy did not take Aristotle's story of the birth of philosophy for 
granted, as Mansfeld 1985 shows. 

14 In surveying the disruptive effects of these paradigms, modern scholars tend to 
emphasize different aspects: (a) the intent of the thinker in question; (b) the historical 
effects of the ideas; (c) the implications of those ideas as the original audience perceived 
them. See, e.g., Bett 2002.236 n.4, who focuses on (a), with some attention to (c). Cf. 
Graham 2006.194-95, in a discussion of Parmenides, privileging (b). I find it hard to see 
how those active in debates about nature could not have foreseen the world-shaking 


ramifications of at least some of their ideas—their ambition is part of the point—but I am 
primarily interested in (b) and (c). 

15 See Anaxag. (DK59) A42 (— Hippol. Ref. 1.8.9). 

16 On the scandalous claim that the sun is a rock, which was associated with Anaxagoras, 
see Guthrie 1962-69, 2:307-8; Willink 1983. Euripides, in the [lost] Phaethon, calls the 
sun a “golden rock"; see also Or. 4-10, where theodicy seems to target the meteorosophist 
with a vengeance (Scodel 1984; Willink 1986.79-80). 

17 Wallace 1994.135; see also 138. Wallace otherwise largely upholds the skepticism about 
the persecution of intellectuals in Athens expressed in Dover 1976. Cf. Janko 2001.6, 11- 
15, strongly defending the view of an "anti-intellectual climate" in the last decades of the 
fifth century in Athens (14). 

18 The clearest evidence for the idea the gods may simply be a human creation is at DK88 
B25, usually attributed to the sophist Critias, although sometimes assigned to Euripides; 
the fragment is thought to be from a satyr play, perhaps Sisyphus. In the fragment, the 
gods are invented by a clever man as a deterrent to crime. The Electra passage is more 
opaque, but it at least implies the otherness of the physical world and doubt about the 
gods' involvement in human affairs. See also the doubts about theodicy at E. fr. 506K (— 
Melanippe fr. 6 J.-V.L.). In a recent discussion of the Critias fragment, Bett 2002.251-54 
reaffirms its atheistic nature while stressing the author's interest in an ordered society, 
thereby downplaying its radical implications. But the word «Oeoc was inflammatory in the 
fifth century. It could designate not only those who denied that the gods exist but anyone 
who departed from conventional views of them (Obbink 1996.1-2; Janko 2001.11-15). 
Lists of “atheists” were probably already circulating in the late fourth century: see 
Philodemus's On Piety Part I, col. 19.523-41 (Obbink), evidence for such a list in 
Epicurus's On Nature, with Obbink 1996.349-60. See further Janko 2001.7-8 (on 
Diagoras); Henrichs 1975; 1976 (on Prodicus and Democritus). 

19 See also X. Mem. 1.4.1-18. Even Epicurus, a philosopher who was deeply committed to 
physical explanation, takes his predecessors to task for “blaming everything on necessity 
and automatism” (elils to [e[i] to Sedley: év; to Gigante] {nv &véyxnv xai 
taùtóuart[o]v TAVTA afiriļācGai, Nat. liber incertus, 34.30 = Long-Sedley 20C.50-51). 
20 Aristotle speculates that Thales' claims are built on the empirical observation that all 
things are nurtured by the moist (Metaph. 983b22-23 = DK11 A12). Theophrastus 
conjectures that Thales privileges water as the principle of life after noticing that corpses 
dry up (Simp. In ph. 23.21-29 = DK11 A13), but he is probably thinking of Hippon's 
argument that the soul-seed of all things is moist (see Arist. De an. 405b1-3), as Kirk, 
Raven, and Schofield 1983.91-92 argue. 

z “Il serait ... plus exact de parler de ‘cosmo-gono-phthories,’ que de simples 
cosmogonies" (Laks 2006.10). 

22 Xenoph. (DK21) A40 (= Aët. 2.20.3); cf. A33 (= Hippol. Ref. 1.14.3). See also Heraclit. 
(DK22) B6; Emp. (DK31) B41. Aggregate creation can be expressed in genealogical- 
biological terms, e.g., Xenoph. (DK21) B30, where sea is named both a source and a 
begetter of winds and clouds. On biological language in early cosmology, see G. Lloyd 
1966.232-72. 

23 Melissus (DK30) B8. 

24 Leg. 10, 889b1-c6; cf. Phlb. 28d5-9; Sph. 265c1-10. For the conjunction phusis-anankē, 
see further below, nn.57-58. In the Timaeus, Plato finds a place for the physicists' causes 
within his own cosmology (Ti. 46c7-e6), creating an uneasy alliance between nous and 
ananké (47e5-48a7); on this alliance, see Strange 1985. 

25 Anaximander (DK12) A11 (= Hippol. Ref. 1.6.7); see also A24 (= Aët. 3.7.1) and Kahn 
1960.100-102. 

26 Compare, e.g., the testimonia at Anaxag. (DK59) A84. 

27 Although the Clouds was first performed in the latter part of the fifth century, more than 


a century after Anaximander, it reflects the popularity of these kinds of explanations in 
this period. 

28 Socrates’ later explanation of the lightning bolt—a dry wind rises, gets trapped in the 
clouds, and bursts out, making a terrible noise because of its density and burning up 
because of friction and speed (Nu. 404-7)—is particularly close to the Anaximander 
testimonium: see Kahn 1960.108-9. 

2 Aristophanes makes the application of the how question to Zeus's own actions into a 
joke: “Indeed,” says Strepsiades, “previously I thought that rain was Zeus pissing through a 
sieve” (kaitoi rtoóxegov TOV A(CàArjOcc œunv dià xookívov oLoeīv, 373). 

30 For the cosmic whirl see, e.g., Emp. (DK31) B35.4 (ētvn) and Democr. (DK68) B167 
(Sivoc). The atomists, in particular, were known for their refusal to name any principle of 
directed motion: see DK68 A69 (= Arist. Phys. 196a24-35). 

31 G. Lloyd 1966.213 (emphasis in original); see also Vlastos 1952.114-15. 

32 The subjects of Anaximander's fragment are not specified, although they are usually 
seen as the opposites or the elements that come to be from and perish into their opposites: 
see Vlastos 1947.169; Kahn 1960.178-96; Graham 2006.34-38. On the ontological status 
of the opposites here and in other physicists, see G. Lloyd 1964. 

ss Vlastos 1947.168—73 offered an influential “democratic” reading of the fragment. Cf. 
Graham 2006.36-38, arguing that Anaximander's justice is monarchical or even anarchic; 
Engmann 1991; Gagarin 2002. 

34 See esp. Finkelberg 1998, arguing that kosmos in the sixth and fifth centuries does not 
mean “world order" or (primarily) “world” but “arrangement.” On natural law in the 
Anaximander fragment, see G. Lloyd 1966.212-32 and 1979.33 on legal terms in the 
Presocratics more generally. Cf. Broadie 1999, arguing that a "truly naturalized natural 
world" is not found until Leucippus and Democritus (221); Guthrie 1962-69, 2:114; 
Graham 2006.276. 

35 Anaximander (DK12) A15 (= Phys. 203b10-15). See also Aét. 1.7.12 at A17 and 
examples in Vlastos 1952.97-100, Broadie 1999.205-6, and Collins 2003.22-23. On the 
unlimited, see Kahn 1960.231-39; Kirk, Raven, and Schofield 1983.109-11; Naddaf 
2005.68-70; Graham 2006.28-34. 

36 TTŪO. suppl. Diels. 

3; Compare A. Supp. 96-103, where Zeus is capable of hurling mortals down, not with 
violence or toil, but with thought (bo6vnua) alone. See, too, Anaxag. (DK59) B12 on 
hegemonic Nous; Emp. (DK31) B134, where god is equated with oryv ieor]; Diog. Apoll. 
(DK64) B5 on the divine Air that steers and controls all things. 

ss See also DK31 B31, where the yvia zolo refer, on M. R. Wright's reading (1995.192), 
to "the totality of spatial parts," rather than anthropomorphic limbs. But note that, in 
addition to the cosmic deity, Empedocles recognizes “long-lived” (but not immortal) gods 
(B21.12) and counts himself among them (B112.4). 

s» For the limitations of human thought, see DK21 B34, with the summary of 
interpretations of the fragment at Lesher 1992.161-66. See also Hussey 1990.17-24; 
Lesher 1992.182-86. 

40 See Hussey 1990.12, with n.5. 

41 Agnes Martin 1992.18. 

42 Athina Kavoulaki, cited at Nightingale 2004.45. 

43 Vernant 1991b.47. Although Xenophanes could eliminate traditional gods (e.g., DK21 
B32), see the testimonia gathered at A13, which suggest that he would have accepted 
sacrifice to the gods; see also B1.13-16, approving hymns and libations, with Lesher 
1992.115-16. 

44 It is difficult to reconcile Xenophanes' physical theories with his theology, a difficulty 
already recognized by Aristotle (Metaph. 986b21): see Lesher 1992.100-102 for modern 
approaches to the problem. Concerns about the tension between intelligence and 


mechanism were also often raised with respect to Anaxagoras's Mind, again already in 
antiquity: see Arist. Metaph. 985a18-21; Pl. Phd. 97b8-98c2. 

45 "The sceptre serves as a demonstrable sign of a wrong, as a silent, but certain, 
manifestation of injustice" (Lynn-George 1993.201-2). See Vernant 1991e.156-58 on the 
relationship between the scepter and other sacred objects. 

4 The idea that the gods uphold justice, however, is not monolithic in archaic poetry, 
through which runs a strong streak of pessimism: see Lloyd-Jones 1983.36-53. 

47 Il. 22.262-63; Hes. Op. 278 (cf. Arist. EN 1161b1-3). In Homer, dike can also denote 
what is customary (e.g., Od. 4.691, 11.218, 14.59, 24.255), although these norms treat 
gods and especially humans in terms of social position (the king, the mortal man, the 
slave, the old man). 

48 For the continuity of these ideas with concepts of nature and order in Hesiod, see Slatkin 
2004. 

49 Vernant 1983.197-211. See also Vlastos 1947.174—78; 1953a; G. Lloyd 1966.210-32; 
Naddaf 2005; and above, introduction n.76, on the sociopolitical context of early Greek 
science. Gagarin 2002 contests the historical argument, claiming that from Homer onward 
justice looks very much like the justice that Vernant equates with the polis; Seaford 
2004.177-80 offers a similar critique. 

so Vlastos 1947.175. Vlastos goes on to underscore the robustness of the “democratic idea.” 
See also Vlastos 1952.114-15, where the stress is on the distance between cosmic and 
human justice; G. Lloyd 1966.227-28; and Laks 2006.98. Cf. Lloyd-Jones 1983.80-84. 

sī Naddaf 2005.7, emphasis added. Naddaf argues that the genre of prose treatises that 
begins with Anaximander would have included politogony, in addition to cosmogony and 
anthropogony, though there is very little evidence to support this claim. See also Laks 
2006.11 n.1, suggesting that politogony became a later element of Peri phuseos-type 
works. 

52 Schofield 1991.20. See also Vlastos 1952.115 n.84; Striker 1987.91 n.8. 

ss See also E. fr. 910K on the ethical benefits of observing order in nature. 

54 On the function of Euripides' “optimistic rationalists," see Mastronarde 1986; on Jocasta, 
see also Mastronarde 1994.297—98. Empedocles' call to his fellow citizens to pursue Love 
instead of Strife resembles Jocasta's plea (DK31 B136; B145) and admits the same 
possibility of failure. Slatkin 2004.30, 47-49 rightly observes that in archaic poetry, too, 
figuring out how the natural world is prescriptive of human “due measure" takes work— 
the task of poetry. 

ss Pl. Leg. 10, 890a2-9. 

se Antiphon Soph. fr. 44 (Pendrick). On nomos as a constraint on human nature, see also, 
e.g., Hippias at Prt. 337d1-e2; Thrasymachus at Pl. R. 1, 343d1-344c8. On difficulties 
with the concepts of natural law and natural justice (in the human sphere), see Striker 
1987; Woodruff 2002. For general overviews of the phusis-nomos question, see Beardslee 
1918.68-81 (73-81 on late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century discussions of the 
question); Heinimann 1945, esp. 110-69; Guthrie 1962-69, 3:55-134; Kerferd 1981.111- 
30; Thomas 2000.102-34 (on Herodotus); Bett 2002.254-61. Darwinism opened up a 
similarly uncertain space of translation between the natural and social worlds, and Darwin 
himself could neither define nor control the implications of his theory for people and 
societies (Beer 2000.51—53, 92-96). 

5; The idea of a norm (vópoc) of nature (Pl. Grg. 483e3, perhaps the first instance) seems 
to imply an "ought," rather than a *must" (Kerferd 1981.112; see also Bett 2002.246). The 
idea of the necessity (àv&yxr]) of nature is more complex in relationship to persons. The 
phrase is difficult to interpret at E. Tro. 886, where it may imply nature as a whole or 
human nature. Elsewhere, it implies sexual desire (Ar. Nu. 1075), a “will to power" (Th. 
5.105), or death (Isoc. 4 [Panegyricus] 84). 

ss At Antiphon Soph. fr. 44 (a), col. I.25-27 (Pendrick), even if things in nature are 


necessary (ta dé [ts] ooecc a[vay]Kaia), whereas laws are imposed, it is up to us 
whether we pursue what is naturally advantageous. But note that the harm incurred by 
transgressing nature is “in reality," rather than in the eyes of men (col. II.21-23). In this 
last respect, Antiphon's approach is close to that of the medical writers: see Heinimann 
1945.129, 138-39; Pendrick 2002.319-20. 

s» The relationship of this decision to figures of necessity is another question altogether, 
which I take up in chapters 5 and 6. 

so On the microcosm-macrocosm analogy in medicine and biology, see Joly 1960.37-52; 
Magdelaine 1997; Le Blay 2005. The first reference to the person as a mikros kosmos is at 
Democr. (DK68) B34, although Finkelberg 1998.120-22 challenges the fragment's 
authenticity. Cosmological and biological phenomena could independently support general 
claims without participating in an explicit analogy: see Kirk, Raven, and Schofield 
1983.91. 

«1 Diogenes Laertius reports that Alcmaeon wrote primarily on medical things (DK24 A1 = 
D. L. 8.83), but he is not mentioned in the Anonymous Londinensis papyrus, nor does he 
appear in Galen's list of Italian physicians (MM 1.1 — Kühn 10.6). Testimony from 
Chalcidius (In Plat. Tim. 246 [256,16-257,15 Waszinck], printed from 256,22 at A10) does 
imply that he practiced dissection: for discussion, see G. Lloyd 1975a; Mansfeld 1975. For 
Alcmaeon's influence on the medical writers, see Wellmann 1930, who called him “der 
Stammvater dieser ganzen Säftetheorie” (302); Thivel 1981.338-57. 

62 Alemaeon (DK24) B4. Much has been made about the term isonomia as evidence of 
democratic influence on Alcmaeon: see esp. Vlastos 1947.156-58; 1953a.361-65; Schubert 
1996.125-28. Yet the word is suspect: see the remarks of Heinrich von Staden and Jacques 
Jouanna at Schubert 1996.148-49, arguing that the fragment should not be classed among 
the ipsissima verba of Alcmaeon; see also the reservations of MacKinney 1964. 

63 Note, however, that an author can also stress the particularity of the things in the 
human body (e.g., the humors). W. Smith 1992 contrasts medical and philosophical 
theories of mixture. 

64 Le Blay 2005.253-54. 

65 See also the system attributed to Philistion at Anon. Lond. 20.32-50 (36-37 Diels) and 
Morb. I 2 (Li 6.142 = 6,5-12 Wittern), where the causes of disease are divided into viv 
Hēv Ev TH GOLATI èveóvtwv, here bile and phlegm, and tæv 6 ēčwGev, that is, exertions, 
wounds, and excessive heat and cold; see also 11 (Li 6.158 — 28,3-5 Wittern). 

66 For the view that the pluralists are, by denying substantial change to their basic stuffs, 
responding to Parmenides, see Curd 1998; 2002, esp. 143-45; Graham 2006.186-276 (esp. 
186-95). 

67 For bones, blood, and flesh: DK31 B96; B98, with Solmsen 1950.435-45. Empedoclean 
mixtures must be assemblages of a sort, not true fusions. Mourelatos 1986.168-78 argues 
that each of the four elements has characteristic poroi, through which it interlaces with 
others. The result is not fusion but an interlocking that explains the qualities of the created 
object and its stability. See also M. R. Wright 1995.34-40 (on B23); Curd 1998.160-71; 
2002.147-53 (arguing that the roots are “semi-particulate”); Ierodiakonou 2005.5-8. 

ss Kirk, Raven, and Schofield note that these lines apply to the birth and death of the 
universe and to the lifecycle of compound bodies (1983.288). See also Curd 2002.140: 
mixture and separation also explain qualitative change in those compounds. 

69 See esp. Palmer 2004.41-48. 

70 For Melissus's contributions to Parmenides' theory, see Palmer 2004.22-41. If, as Curd 
1998 argues, Parmenides is defending predicational monism, rather than numerical 
monism, Melissus is further distinguished by his clear commitment to numerical monism; 
see also Curd 1993; Graham 2006.148-85. 

71 Although the authenticity of B9 has been periodically challenged, Melissus's denial of 
soma to what-is, stated twice by Simplicius (In ph. 85.6, 109.34-110.2), is generally 


accepted: see Palmer 2003.6 for a defense of this part of the fragment. 

72 The limited-unlimited distinction was seen already in antiquity as the major difference 
between Parmenides, who saw what-is as a perfect sphere bounded by the chains of 
necessity, and Melissus (Arist. Phys. 207a15-17). 

73 Palmer 2003.1-6, noting that the problem has long been “notorious,” revisits the various 
strategies designed to combat it; see also the comprehensive review of earlier literature in 
Reale 1970.193-220. 

74 See above, pp. 32-36. 

75 Philol. (DK44) B12. Huffman 1993.392-95 thinks the fragment is a post-Aristotelian 
forgery. For Plato, see Ti. 53c4-5. 

76 S. E. M. 7.73 (Gorg. fr. 3 Buchheim). Cf. [Arist.] MXG 979b36—980a2. Although the text 
is too corrupt to rescue, Buchheim's translation in his edition of Gorgias represents 
incorporeality as the absence of extension. But there is no internal reason to assume this 
reading. 

7; On Aristotle's conceptualization of soma as “a magnitude divisible in three directions," 
see Falcon 2005.31-35. Bodies have depth (BáOoc) at Ti. 53c5-6, although Plato does not 
speak of divisibility. 

7s For modern views of sôma in the fifth century, see H. Gomperz 1932, arguing that it was 
defined by visibility, tangibility, and spatial containment; see also Guthrie 1962-69, 2:111; 
Reale 1970.215-18, 225. Furley 1967.61 argues that soma primarily denotes solidity or 
bulk; see also Curd 1993.16-18 (soma denotes solidity in the sense of indivisibility). It 
seems best to allow for a wide semantic field. There is no single definition of soma in the 
later philosophical tradition either. Rather, the local and conceptual context continues to 
determine which aspects are salient: see, e.g., Falcon 2005.37-38, on different meanings of 
soma in Aristotle. 

79 Owen 1960.101. See also Untersteiner 1953.603-6, arguing that the denial of sóma in 
B9 is a denial of quantitative and qualitative difference (“l àvóuorov”). 

so See Acut. Sp. 19 (Li 2.434, ch. 8 = 77,19 Joly): cloudy urine; Aer. 8 (Li 2.32 = 204,16 
Jouanna): briny water. See also Il. 23.697: thick blood. 

s; Palmer 2003.6-9. 

82 Palmer 2003.4, treating sôma as a virtual synonym of demas. See, too, Sedley 1999.129- 
30. Responding to Palmer, Ferrari 2005.93 sees a need to reconcile this anti- 
anthropomorphism with the remarks on pain and suffering in B7. Reading soma as 
composite body smoothes over the tension identified by Ferrari. 

83 OUA Ó& OVSETIOTE TWUTO OLVOEVOG OÙTE KATA PŪOLV OÙTE UT AVAYKNG, TO HÈV YAO 
ŠLAKOIVETAL ès TĀVTA, TO dE ovupioyetar EOC Aravra (Vict. I 28, Li 6.502 = 144,18-20 
Joly-Byl). The contrast is with psukhe, which is “the same" (6uoin) in living creatures. 

84 DK31 B20: &AAoxe Lev PUAOTNTL cvveoxópev eic 8v ĀTAVTA / yvia, TA oua AÉAOYXE, 
piov OnAé00vroc àv ākĻī]:/ dAAOTE 6 adte xaxrjot StatUNVEVT éoíóeoot / TAACETAL AVOIX’ 
ĒKAOTA negi oryutvi Pioto (at one time, in the maturity of a vigorous life, all the limbs 
that are the body's portion come into one under love; at another time again, torn asunder 
by evil strifes, they wander, each apart, on the shore of life; trans. M. R. Wright). See, too, 
P. Strasb. gr. Inv. 1665-66 a(ii) 23 (Martin and Primavesi), where the likely conjecture 
owp[att seems to refer to the composite bodies of animals, persons, and plants (see further 
Alain Martin and Primavesi 1998.227-28). 

ss See Phlb. 2947-8: māvra yao rjueig xavxa tà vuvór| AexOēvra AQ’ ouk eic EV 
ovyketueva IDOVTES ércovouécapev opa; (for when we see all these things just now 
mentioned by us gathered up into a unity, do we not name that "body”?). On the idea of 
soma as a collective unity in contexts where the meaning of person is predominant, see 
Hirzel 1914.17-18. 

86 Pl. Phd. 86a2-3; Phlb. 64b6-8; Plt. 286a5; Sph. 246b8, 247d1. 

s; Plato's lack of interest in extension has been noted by other scholars. David Sedley, 


speaking of the Timaeus, sees the soul as distinguished “not by necessarily being altogether 
non-spatial, but by lacking essential characteristics of body, such as visibility and 
tangibility" (2000.800); see also Johansen 2000.91-93. Cf. Renehan 1980, crediting Plato 
with establishing the relationship between corporeality and spatial extension. 

ss The word owpatoeidns first appears in Plato and primarily describes what is sensible, 
corruptible, and without order: see Phd. 81b5, 81e1, 83d5; Plt. 273b4; R. 7, 532d1; Ti. 
31b4, 36d9. See also Sph. 246a10-b2, where the Friends of the Forms are contrasted with 
those who make everything into soma; at Smp. 208b3-4, the soma represents mortal things. 
s» Corporeal and incorporeal also correspond to epistemological categories: see Sph. 
246b7-8, 247c9-d1 on antimaterialists who argue that true reality consists only of 
intelligible and incorporeal forms. At Plt. 285e4-286a7, knowledge of sensible things is 
contrasted to knowledge of incorporeal reality. 

9o Sedley 1999.131 sees Melissus taking up Parmenides' project with "a physicist's appeal 
to the principles of current scientific thinking"; see also Palmer 2004.22-41. More 
specifically, Graham 1999.172-76 argues that Melissus is debating the pluralists 
(Empedocles, Anaxagoras, Democritus) about the implications of Parmenides' arguments 
for physical inquiry; see also Ferrari 2005.91-92. 

91 The arguments against pain recur in the pseudo-Aristotelian account of the doctrines of 
Melissus, Xenophanes, and Gorgias (DK30 A5 = [Arist.] MXG 974a18-21), where anguish 
and disease are also mentioned: to.ovtov dé òv TO Ev AVWdUVOV TE xai AVAAYNTOV UYLĒG 
TE Kai &vocov eivat OÙTE METAKOOUOUUEVOV DÉOEL OÙTE ÉTEQOLOUHEVOV eidel OÙTE 
utyvúuevov &AÀq. 

92 Guthrie 1962-69, 2:113. See also Kirk, Raven, and Schofield 1983.397; Palmer 2004.24. 
Longrigg 1985.113 n.44 speculates that Melissus has Empedocles in mind here. 

93 They also tend to assume that Melissus is talking about the feeling of pain. Sentience, 
however, need not be implied, as I argue further below, pp. 111-14. 

94 As Curd says of Parmenides, “Any purported claim about what-is that fails the tests 
enumerated in the signs of B8.2-4 is really a claim about what-is-not" (1998.51). 

95 We hear of various material monists active in the late fifth century (Jouanna 2002.226- 
29), though Diogenes of Apollonia is the most familiar to us. On the basis of a stylistic 
analysis of Diogenes' fragments, Jouanna 1965 argues that he is the author's target, but cf. 
Ducatillon 1977.131-32; Thivel 1981.249 n.281, responding that this is too narrow an 
interpretation. See also Wesoly 1987: Gorgias is the target of attack. 

96 The author of On Ancient Medicine similarly denounces cosmological speculation 
divorced from empirical evidence (VM 1, Li 1.572 — 119,7-11 Jouanna). 

97 Cf. Jouanna 1965; 2002.41-43, 238-39, arguing that the author means the speakers, 
despite their disagreement, end up supporting Melissus's claim that only one thing exists. 
os See also Nat. Hom. 3 (Li 6.36-38 = 170,8-172,12 Jouanna): generation and corruption 
prove that bodies comprise multiple elements. The fact that the dichotomy presented by 
our author is “being in pain” and “being healthy" (àAyei kai bytatvei 4, Li 6.40 = 172,15 
Jouanna) also suggests a direct engagement with (and appropriation of) Melissus's 
arguments. See Jouanna 1965 for additional textual clues of this engagement. 

9» See also Democr. (DK68) B6-B10. B117 does not license pure skepticism. Elsewhere, the 
senses, by giving rise to inference, grant entry to the nature of atomic reality (e.g., B9 [cf. 
B125]; A135 = Thphr. De sens. 65, where sweetness, for example, is caused by larger, 
rounder atoms): see Bailey 1928.177-85; von Fritz 1946.24—30; Guthrie 1962-69, 2:438- 
40; C. Taylor 1967.19-24; 1999a.216-22; Farrar 1988.197-215; Curd 2001; Salem 
2007.135-36. 

100 See also Morb. Sacr. 13 (Li 6.384 — 23,14-17 Jouanna), where the north wind, too, 
acts on all things in the same way (karā o£ Tov avxov xoórtov) by separating "the moist” 
and “the dull” from everything, and from human beings, too (¿ë aLTOV x&v avOewmwv). 
101 Morb. Sacr. 13 (Li 6.384-86 — 24,5-25,8 Jouanna). 


102 On the use of analogy, see esp. Regenbogen 1930; G. Lloyd 1966.172-420. See also 
Lonie 1981.77-86, on the evidential use of analogy in On Generation/On the Nature of the 
Child and On Diseases IV; G. Manetti 1993.43-47; Humphreys 1996.20-21; Vegetti 
1996.72-74; Hankinson 1998a.21-23. Snell 1953.191-226 privileges the difference 
between the Homeric simile and physical analogies in his telling of the muthos to logos 
story; see also Vernant 1983.378, with 490 n.22. 

103 See Arist. Cael. 294a28-33, at DK11 A14, with G. Lloyd 1966.306-9, 319-20. The 
illustrative function of analogy can block further examination, as Lonie 1981.86 observes. 
104 The treatise begins with the maxim “law governs all" (véuoc uàv rnävra koartve, 1, Li 
7.470 — 44,1 Joly). See also Genit./Nat. Puer. 1 (Li 7.470 — 44,13 Joly), 29 (Li 7.530 — 
78,3-4 Joly). 

105 Emp. (DK31) B100. See G. Lloyd 1966.328-33 and M. R. Wright 1995.245-46 for 
discussion of the main problems of interpretation. See also B84, a detailed analogy 
between the lantern and the eye; VM 22 (Li 1.626-30 — 149,4-151,7 Jouanna), where the 
author compares the organs of the body to cupping instruments, an analogy that Mario 
Vegetti makes critical to “la preistoria dei raffinati intrecci fra anatomia e tecnologia" 
(1996.73-74); see also Schiefsky 2005a.320-27, 333-34; 2005b.80-82, contrasting the 
analogy to Empedocles' analogies. Lonie 1981.367-70 presents similar experiments in 
Morb. IV 51 (Li 7.588 — 110,21-28 Joly) and 57 (Li 7.612 — 123,12-16 Joly). 

106 Beer 2000.74. 

107 Lonsdale 1990.7. Lonsdale later reaffirms this: “From a linguistic point of view animal 
similes [sc. in the Iliad] share more in common with the narrative than other groups, and 
the point of contact lies in vocabulary commenting on emotions" (1990.15, with appendix 
B, 133-35). For animals in archaic similes, see also G. Lloyd 1966.184-85. On the use of 
animals as analogues in biological and physiological contexts, see Artic. 8 (Li 4.94-98 — 
121,12-123,10 Kühlewein); Carn. 8 (Li 8.594 — 193,20-22 Joly); Epid. VI 4.6 (Li 5.308 — 
86,3-5 Manetti-Roselli); Genit./Nat. Puer. 18 (Li 7.502 = 62,6 Joly); Haem. 4 (Li 6.440 = 
148,14-16 Joly); Int. 23 (Li 7.224 = 148 Potter); Mul. I 6 (Li 8.30 = 100,10-11 
Grensemann); Mul. II 113 (Li 8.242); and the Hellenistic Cord. 2 (Li 9.80-82 = 190,14- 
191,10 Duminil). See also Annoni and Barras 1993.192-94; Ayache 1997. 

108 Canguilhem 1963.515. 

109 See Lonie 1981.296-97 on Morb. IV 39 (Li 7.556-60 = 92,12-94,9 Joly): “The model is 
not an exact replica of the anatomical conditions." Annoni and Barras 1993.202 note that, 
until Aristotle, the use of animal dissection is limited to the extent that it is deployed to 
prove a single point, rather than to establish “une conception ‘organisée’ du corps." 

uo Aristotle may have been the first thinker to limit atoOrnotg to animals (Solmsen 
1955.152-53). 

111 For aicO0évopau with parts of the body, see also Morb. Sacr. 17 (Li 6.392-94 = 31,6—7 
Jouanna), with Ioannidi 1992. At VM 15 (Li 1.606 — 138,11-14 Jouanna), objects in 
leather, wood, and other materials are “less sensitive" (avatcOntotega) than people. See 
also the "objective" account of sensing at Vict. I 35 (Li 6.512-22 — 150,29-156,18 Joly- 
Byl), where the aio@notec are not encounters between a mixture and incoming particles or 
forces but the particles themselves (before striking the soul): see Jouanna 2007a.19-26, 
35-38 on similarities between the Hippocratic text and the discussion of aio0moetc at PI. 
Ti. 43b-44a. In both On Regimen and the Timaeus, while the meeting of the aicOncetc/ 
aioOrjateg with the soul implies sentience, the aioOnoeis/ aioOrotec exist before 
conscious apprehension. 

112 See also Pl. Tht. 167b7-c2, where "Protagoras," ventriloquized by Socrates, says that 
gardeners, like physicians treating human bodies, instill beneficial and healthy sensations 
(xenotacg Kai vytetvac aigOrļaeig) in plants. Earlier, he had spoken of sensations 
produced by a healthy body as felt (e.g., foods taste bitter), but this need not imply that 
the plants are sentient: the gardener is probably monitoring their reactions to their 
environment. 


13 On Theophrastus's method, see Baltussen 2000 (esp. 140-94 on the Presocratics), who 
argues that he is a relatively objective source, who must be read in light of what we know 
about Peripatetic dialectical method (for the term "critical endoxography," see 41-42). See 
also Sedley 1992.29-31; J. Warren 2007b.37-39. 

114 ĒK TOUTOV [yao] rtávxa mera]yactv AQUODVEVTA / xai TOUTOLG hoovéovot kai dovt 
rj aviwvrai (DK31 B107, transmitted at De sens. 10). If, with M. R. Wright (1995.123-24 
= frr. 77 and 78; see also 233-34; Guthrie 1962-69, 2:229 n.3; Sedley 1992.27-28), we 
read B109 as beginning the quotation, both èx tobtwv and toutou refer to the four roots 
and Love and Strife. Empedocles would then be saying that thinking, feeling pleasure, and 
feeling pain are due to the roots and the principles of Love and Strife, just as all things are 
fitted together and constructed from them. Inwood 2001.285, following Barnes, argues 
that “èk toUtwv” are Theophrastus's words; but given that they would refer to the roots, 
the sense is basically the same. Long (1966.267), Andriopolous (1972.36-37), and M. R. 
Wright (1995.234-35) understand "thinking," “being in pain," and "feeling pleasure" in 
the broadest, nonanimistic sense possible here, although their focus is on thought, rather 
than pleasure and pain. For the claim that all things possess “wisdom and a share of 
thought” (boévnoiv ... Kai vouaroc aicav), see B110.10, with S. E. M. 8.286 (our source 
for the fragment); A70 (= [Arist.] De plantis 815b16-17: see below, n.116, on this text). 

us Thphr. De sens. 9; see also 16 (DK31 A86). On the principle of like-to-like, which 
Aristotle sees as central to Empedocles’ program (EN 1155b6-8), see, e.g., B62.6; B109; 
B110.9. Perception is also defined by a like-to-like principle. An object is sensed only if its 
parts (or in the case of, e.g., seeing, the ārooooal, “effluences”: see DK31 B89; A92 [= PI. 
Men. 76c4-d5]) are fitted to the channels of the perceiving organ: see Thphr. De sens. 7 
(DK31 A86). Theophrastus protests that if every perception occurs through like-to-like, 
every perception should be pleasurable (De sens. 16-17), but he may be unfairly conflating 
two different applications of the like-to-like principle. If “fitting-together” is a necessary 
condition for one object to affect another, it remains possible that, of the objects 
compatible with the channels, some may “fit” the mixture (of the body part or the whole 
body) and some may not (see B22.6-9, where things can differ from one another in birth, 
mixture, and the molding of their forms, yévvn te Koroet te Kai eideotv ĒKHĀKTOIJI). 
Perceptions may thus designate all bodily responses to an external stimulus, while pain 
and pleasure characterize the quality of that response. See also Aét. 4.9.15, 5.28 (DK31 
A95): pain and pleasure are determined by whether the affecting object is "suited" 
(reading Diels's conjecture, čē [oixe(ov], at Aét. 5.28 [DG 440, ad 19]; I thank David 
Wolfsdorf for bringing the conjecture to my attention) to the affected part or mixture. On 
this account, pleasure is the restoration of balance within a mixture: see further Gosling 
and Taylor 1982.20-22. 

116 The original Greek text is attributed to Nicolaus Damascenus, a Peripatetic active in the 
Augustan period who is thought to have compiled and commented on extracts from a lost 
Iegi pģvrov by Aristotle and Theophrastus's botanical works. The compilation passed 
through a Syriac translation, which survives only in a few fragments, into Arabic, then into 
Hebrew and Latin; from the Latin translation, dated to the twelfth to thirteenth century, a 
Greek retroversion was created. For an overview of the text's history, see Drossaart Lulofs 
and Poortman 1989.1-16. 

117 [Arist.] De plantis 815a15-18 (= DK31 A70): Anaxagoras autem et Abrucalis desiderio eas 
[sc. plantas] moveri dicunt, sentire quoque et tristari delectarique asserunt. Cf. Plut. Mor. 688A 
(= A70), reporting that [Empedocles says] plants preserve their nature unconsciously 
(AvaicOrjrac) by drawing up appropriate nutrition from the environment, though it is not 
clear whether Empedocles specifies àvaucOr]xoc. 

us [Arist] De plantis 815a19-20 (= DK59 A117): Anaxagoras animalia esse has [sc. 
plantas], laetarique et tristari dixit fluxum foliorum argumentum assumens. See also Thphr. De 
sens. 44 (Diog. Apoll. [DK64] A19), claiming that Diogenes of Apollonia believed plants to 
have some kind of capacity for thought. For ancient philosophical opinions on plants as 


living things (Coa), see Aét. 5.26 (DG 438). 

119 That is, the process is just “a description of the disruption and restoration of the plants’ 
natural, leafy state" (J. Warren 2007b.40). 

120 E.g., Call. Cer. 39-41; Ov. Met. 8.757-64; V. Aen. 3.23-34, with Henrichs 1979, 
discussing both Greco-Roman and cross-cultural evidence of tree spirits. Henrichs argues 
that the Callimachean evidence attests an older concept of animate trees and tree nymphs 
in the Mediterranean (92). 

121 The case of Empedocles is complicated by his commitment to metempsychosis: he 
claims, for example, to have been a bush in another life (DK31 B117). The taboo against 
slaughtering animals rests on the claim that it is tantamount to human murder (B136; 
B137), which suggests that souls retain some qualities of other incarnations. For further 
evidence of ancient Greco-Roman beliefs in plant reincarnations, see D. L. 8.4; Porph. Abst. 
1.6; Burkert 1972.133 n.74. 

122 See also Thphr. De sens. 23, 36; cf. 25, where Alcmaeon is credited with establishing the 
specificity of human perception. On the importance of the animate-inanimate contrast in 
both Aristotle and Theophrastus, see Baltussen 2000.74—75, 156-57, 181 (with n.146). 

123 Thphr. De sens. 27 (DK59 A92): ro yào ópotov à&rta0£c UO TOV ópoíov. 

124 Thphr. De sens. 29 (DK59 A92). 

125 See esp. Thphr. De sens. 29 (DK59 A92), who uses the phrase eta AUTNc. See also 
Arist. EN 1154b7-8, where Anaxagoras is implied, and Asp. In EN 156.14-22 (Thphr. fr. 
555 FHSG). 

126 Compare Elaine Scarry's comments on perception and pain: “The more a habitual form 
of perception is experienced as itself rather than its external object, the closer it lies to 
pain.... While forms of perception, like touch and vision, can be differentiated from one 
another by the relative degree of emphasis within them on the feeling state or instead on 
the object, any one of them in isolation contains the potential for being experienced either 
as state or as object, and thus has within it the fluidity of moving now toward the vicinity 
of hurting, now toward the vicinity of imagining. Although vision and hearing ordinarily 
reside close to objectification, if one experiences one's eyes or ears themselves—if the 
woman working looks up at the sun too suddenly and her eyes fill with blinding light— 
then vision falls back to the neighborhood of pain" (1985.165). 

17; The concept of “unfelt pains" is difficult for contemporary philosophers: see J. Warren 
2007b.45-52, esp. 47 n.42. 

128 Though Anaxagoras assumes some kind of threshold, it is difficult to say what 
determines it. In most cases (e.g., with the pain of perception or the mixture of black and 
white), perceptibility appears to be correlated with basic human perception, which differs 
from that of other animals on account of the different mixture of humans. (Nous knows the 
nature of all the things that are in the mixture, DK59 B12.) At the same time, the idea of a 
nature implies that, although everything is in everything, there are basic stuffs or 
"ingredients" at the elemental level that determine the nature of a mixture, which is 
independent of subjective perceptions: in support of this view, developed by Strang, see 
Curd 2007.189-91, 196-205. 

12 On the vocabulary of pain in the corpus, see H. King 1988.58-60; Byl 1992; Rey 
1995.17-23; Horden 1999; Marzullo 1999; Villard 2006. 

130 At Morb. I 20 (Li 6.178 = 54,16 Wittern), the adjectives ädnAov and &vcóvvov are 
used in a similarly tautological way. 

131 The degree to which the encounter can be said to produce objective knowledge will 
depend on a given thinker's perspective on the value of empirical evidence and the relative 
“interference” of the subjective state of the percipient (on which, see esp. Democr. [DK68] 
B7; B9; B125, and Diog. Apoll. [DK64] B5). Nevertheless, a working difference between 
knowledge (or opinion) about the object itself and the sensing of its effect on one's mixture 
is generally assumed. 


133 See Emp. (DK31) B17.21-24; Heraclit. (DK22) B1; Parm. (DK28) B6.4-7. In 
Empedocles, the moral order of the physical world is particularly important, most likely on 
account of the Orphic-Pythagorean context of his philosophy, on which, see Kingsley 1995. 
Thus, thought and action connect the physical order to the social or the political: to 
achieve a high state of thinking through a perfect mixture informed by love precipitates 
action in the world that brings about order, rather than disorder; love, rather than strife. 
133 Aristotle famously attacks his predecessors for conflating sensation-perception and 
thought (De an. 427a21-29; Metaph. 1009b12-31). Laks 1999.255-58 notes that the very 
opposition between the senses and inferential or contemplative knowledge in the 
Presocratics disproves that they believe that perceiving and thinking are equivalent. But 
Aristotle appears concerned with something more precise. As Lesher 1994.11-12 notes, 
Aristotle says his predecessors see thinking and perceiving as the same, insofar as they see 
each as àAAoícoic, "(physical) alteration." And it is true that the act of thinking is 
conceptualized by the Presocratics in terms of physical stuffs and change. 

134 The physicists tend to privilege substance over organs or sites; the latter become 
important in later discussions of mind, which are increasingly influenced by anatomy 
(Singer 1992.138). See esp. Pl. Phd. 96b3-8, where Socrates lists air, blood, and fire as 
possible mediums of thought, before offering the brain as another explanatory mechanism. 
For air, see Diog. Apoll. (DK64) A19 (Thphr. De sens. 44-45); B4-5. For blood, see Emp. 
(DK31) A86 (Thphr. De sens. 23); A97 (— Aét. 4.5.8); B105; cf. Flat. 14 (Li 6.110 — 
121,9-11 Jouanna); Morb. I 30 (Li 6.200 = 86,19-88,6 Wittern). For fire, see Heraclit. 
(DK22) B36; B77; see also Vict. I 7 (Li 6.480 = 130,18-20 Joly-Byl), implying that thought 
involves fire and water. Alcmaeon is the clearest proponent of locating the perceptual and 
cognitive faculties in the brain (DK24 A5 [Thphr. De sens. 26]). 

135 Laks 1999.267; see also Long 1966.270; M. R. Wright 1995.57-69. Wright claims that, 
because daimēn is both bloodless and intelligent, Empedocles must have imagined 
"thinking at a higher and a lower level" (1995.71-74); see also 1990.218-25. 

136 See Hussey 2006, defending a materialist reading. Dilcher 2006 takes up the opposite 
position, arguing that nous is not determined by the composition of the mixture. 

137 Aristotle (De an. 404a27-31 = DK68 A101) says that Democritus reinterpreted the 
Homeric verb aAAodeovéew (Il. 23.698; Od. 10.374) in this way; at Metaph. 1009b26-31, 
he ascribes the same interpretation to Anaxagoras. On Democritus's views on thinking, see 
also Thphr. De sens. 58 (DK68 A135) and below, p. 216. 

138 Jouanna 1992.92. 

139 See, e.g., Epid. VI 8.17 (Li 5.350 — 180,3-4 Manetti-Roselli); Off. Med. 1 (Li 3.272 — 
30,2-7 Kühlewein). In these cases, however, the five senses are joined by a sixth, gnome or 
logismos, which turns the physician's sensory apparatus into an instrument of rational 
investigation. 

140 The relationship is expressed in the Hippocratic triangle. See Epid. I 11 (Li 2.636, ch. 5 
= 190,3-6 Kühlewein): rj téxvy di TELWV, TO vóor]ua xai ó vooécv kai O ir]toóc:ó INTOOG 
UANQÉTNS TÅG xéxvrjc orevaviiovoOat TH VOOTUATL TOV vooéovza HET TOV intoov (The 
tekhnē has three parts: the disease, the sick person, and the physician. The physician is the 
servant of the tekhne; the sick person fights the disease with the help of the physician). The 
third limb here belongs to the disease, but the disease is internal to the body. 

14 The relationship between pain and other forms of perception, especially seeing, remains 
a controversial issue in modern philosophy: see Aydede 2005, esp. 11-14. Scarry, for 
example, has argued that pain is a perception that lacks an object (1985.161-62). Others 
claim that pain does represent information about bodily damage to the mind: M. Evans 
2007 argues that Plato holds this position in the Philebus. In the medical treatises, pain can 
reveal the location of the disease qua peccant stuff, especially in the nosological and 
gynecological treatises. See, e.g., Aff. 29 (Li 6.240-42 = 52 Potter): wherever the diseased 
blood settles in the leg, pain becomes manifest. Patients can also indicate where it hurts: 
see, e.g., Epid. V 91 (Li 5.254 = 41,6-8 Jouanna; cf. Epid. VII 100 [Li 5.454 = 108,6-8 


Jouanna]). At Art. 10 (Li 6.18 = 237,1-3 Jouanna) and Morb. Sacr. 3 (Li 6.366 = 11,9-13 
Jouanna), pain is used to prove the presence of some structure in the body (the bicameral 
brain and “cells” around the joints, respectively). Yet what is important in the medical 
texts is that the experience of the body does not represent the facts most relevant to its 
suffering, namely the causes. 

142 See Xenoph. (DK21) B18, with Lesher 1991; 1992.150-55; Alcmaeon (DK24) B1. Mario 
Vegetti has argued that it is Alemaeon who initiates the break away from the tradition of 
analogy in favor of inferential reasoning based on empirical evidence (1976.31-34); see 
also Snell 1953.146-47; G. Manetti 1993.44; and cf. Dettori 1990-93, rethinking the 
“epistemological” reading of the fragment. At the same time, Presocratic examples of 
semeia and semata are rare and usually concern proofs involving logical deduction: 
Melissus (DK30) B8.1-2; Parm. (DK28) B8.2-4. See also Diog. Apoll. (DK64) B4.1. See 
further G. Lloyd 1979.69-71. 

143 G. Lloyd 1979.146-55. On sign reasoning in the medical writers, see Lonie 1981.72-86; 
di Benedetto 1986.97-125; Perilli 1991; G. Manetti 1993.36-52; Vegetti 1996.74-81; 
1999; Langholf 1997-2004; Thomas 2000.168-212, who draws connections with 
Herodotus. Besides semiotic inference, the medical writers adopt other kinds of 
argumentation, such as modus tollens arguments (if A, then B; but not B, therefore not A): 
see, e.g., Aer. 22 (Li 2.76-80 = 238,12-241,5 Jouanna); Morb. Sacr. 1 (Li 6.356-58 = 
5,13-17 Jouanna), with G. Lloyd 1979.71-78; Fausti 2002.241—42; Laskaris 2002.108—10. 


CHAPTER THREE 


Incorporating the Daemonic 


MEDICINE IN THE CLASSICAL period is distinguished from previous healing 
traditions by its representation of disease, nousos or nosema, as a natural process 
that happens inside the soma. It comes as no surprise, then, that the opacity of 
the soma is a concern for physicians. Nowhere is this concern clearer than in On 
the Tekhne, a short, rhetorically agile text most likely intended for oral 
performance before a lay audience in the late fifth century and thus valuable 
evidence of how physicians, medically informed rhetoricians, and medical 
writers were shaping the physical body as an object of the public imagination in 
this period.: The author introduces the stegnotes, the “density,” of the soma, “in 
which diseases live not in plain view” (èv f] ovk èv evomra oikéovoiv at 
vovoot, 11, Li 6.20 = 238,17-18 Jouanna), as a problem about halfway 
through the treatise, when he divides diseases into two kinds: those easily 
visible (£v evdnAw) and those in harder to see places (tv dvod7tw); hidden 
diseases are in the majority.» The text goes on to initiate us, as it would have 
initiated the original listeners, into the topography of the soma's shadowy 
depths. 

The medical writers, particularly in the surgical treatises, demonstrate some 
anatomical knowledge, much of which was probably handed down from earlier 
generations. But such knowledge has little bearing on how the inside of the 
body is described in On the Tekhnē.s The soma, the author tells us, has not one 
cavity, but many. Yet, after specifying only two, he trails off.4 Henceforth, his 
description is determined less by fidelity to detail, anatomical or otherwise, 
than by the leitmotif of hollows, voids, and interstices (vnduc, xoiAoc, xevóv, 
diadvoic, ayyetov, 9aAápr).s Like a fifth-century physicist thinking about the 
cracks in apparently solid objects, the author imagines a space underneath the 
skin full of gaps—“all things have little chambers around them"—and trafficked 
by air and fluids.s He uses the word nedus to describe these cavities, as if the 
mysterious inner space of the female body were fragmenting into hundreds of 
smaller hollows, each capable of concealing and nourishing disease in a kind of 
“demonic pregnancy." 

The lungs, for example, can contain many things, *some of which harm the 
possessor, some of which benefit him."s These cavities allow diseases to evade 
detection as they gather momentum and thus gain an advantage over the 
physician. The physician is not to blame, then, if hidden diseases overwhelm 
patients, but, rather, the nature of bodies (rj ois aitin T) vv ownätwv).s By 
describing this nature, the author turns the blind spot in the Homeric warrior's 


field of vision into a blind spot within the self. 

The author of On the Tekhne is interested, however, not only in darkness but 
also in light. If hidden diseases do not derive their power from an excess of 
knowledge and vision, as in the magico-religious model, but from the fact they 
develop out of sight, the physician needs a way of bringing them into the light. 
Given that he cannot open up the body, he uses symptoms, either yielded 
“willingly” by nature or forced by the physician to appear.:o His description of 
symptoms is worth quoting at length. 


INTOIKT) dé, TOŪTO HEV x&v épurtov, TOŪTO DE TWV TO FAQ T) TOUS VEPQOUS, 
TOŪTO DE t&v OVETIAVTWY TOV EV TH VNÔUL VOJEUVTOV ATEOTEQNULÉVN TL ELV 
Opel T] tà TĀVTA TĀVTEC ikavwtatws óocotv, SUM &AAac EUTOQIAG 
ovvegyous Eevee covr|c TE yàg AAUTMEOTNTL xai TONXUTNTL KAL TTVEVUATOG 
TAXUTATL xai BodAŠVTĪJTI, kai ġevuátwv, À DLAQQEÏV ElWOEV ÉKAOTOLOL ðr cov 
ÉEodor dédovrai [Mv] ta ev óóur]ot xà SE xoou]ot xà SE AEMTOTHTL xai 
TLAXUTNTL DLWAOTABHEOHÉVN ekpaíoerat WV TE ONHEUX TAÜTA À TE 
TETIOVOOTWV A Te TADEtV SUVALLEVWV. OTAV dé xavxa xà UNVÜOVTA UNS avr] 
T] púa Exovoa Abu, avayKac eóorev ow T] púas àCńuos Biaodeioa 
ueO0(notw:aàveOeica dE dnAot toio TA The TÉXVNS eióóotv å nomtéa. PiáCetar 
d€ TOUTO LEV TTVOV11 TO OUVTEOMOV PAËVHA DUAXELV oviíov SELLUTNTL kai 
TOHĀTOV TWG TEKHAQETAL TL OpOčv Tegi £xeívov WV AUTH £v AUNXAVE TO 
Opūrjvau hv T0 T AU TVEŪHA, WV KATTJYOCOV, óóoioí TE TOOJĀVTEOL KAL 
dQOUOLOLV EKBLATAL KATNYOQELV- OQWTAS TE TOUTOLOLV TOLOL TOOEIOTJ HLĒVOLOLV 
ayovon [xai] 6ó&vcv Ogouov amnonvoírnou TeKUaigetar ČOTL dÈ A xai oux 
ts KUOTIOG O:£AO0Óvxa IKAVAOTEDA ŠTĀVJAL TV VOŪJOV ĒOTLV T] Ou tG 
OAOKOG EELOVTA ... ETEQA LEV OŪV TOOG ETEQWV Kai &AAa OUAAAcov EOTL TA TE 
dudvta Tā v &&ayyéAAovza, VOTE OV OAVUÁCIOV AVTOV xác TE TIOTLAG12 
xooviwtégac yívecO0at xác T ĒYXEIOTĪOGIAC BEAXVTĒCAG, OLTV dt AAAOTOIVV 
ÉQUNVELDV TIQOG TV Oegamevovgav OUVEOL ÉQunvevouévov. (12, Li 6.22— 
26 = 240,1-241,4; 241,7-11 Jouanna) 


Now despite the fact that in cases of suppuration, or with diseases of the liver 
or the kidneys, or with all those diseases of the cavity, the medical tekhnē is 
deprived of seeing anything by means of the sight through which everyone 
sees everything perfectly adeguately, it has nevertheless discovered resources 
to assist it. Having taken into account the clearness or the hoarseness of the 
voice, and the guickness or shortness of the breath, and, of the discharges that 
habitually flow out through each of the paths that are given to egress, 
sometimes the odors, sometimes the colors, and sometimes the fineness or 
thickness, the physician conjectures of which body parts these are the signs, 
what they have suffered, and what they are capable of suffering. But 
whenever nature itself does not willingly yield these informants, the tekhne 
has discovered the means of compulsion by which nature, without being 
harmed, is forced to give them up. Once released, nature makes clear to those 
who know the matters of the tekhne what must be done. The tekhnē forces the 
innate phlegm to flow from the pus by means of the acridity of foods and 
drinks so that on the basis of what is seen it can make inferences about those 
things that before it was without means to see. Then again it forces the 
breath, through uphill runnings, to accuse those [diseases] of which it is the 
accuser. Inducing sweats, too, by the aforementioned means and by 


evaporations of hot water, it makes conjectures. There are also things that 
pass through the bladder that are more suited to revealing the disease than 
what exits through the flesh.... Thus, those things that pass out of the body 
and communicate information are drawn out one by one means, another by 
another, and pass one by one way, another by another, so that it is not 
surprising that trustworthy judgments are long in coming, and that 
therapeutic actions are given less time, since it is foreign interpreters who 
interpret on behalf of therapeutic intelligence. 


Symptoms mediate between the inside and the outside of the soma, as the 
prefixed verbs (Štaooeīv, dudvta, EEvovta, dwAO6vra) make clear. They thus 
have a dual identity. They can be allies of the physician, providing evidence in 
a mock trial to determine both cause and therapy and thus helping the 
physician master the disease.13 But they can also be strange messengers from a 
strange land, messengers whose communications initiate a lengthy process of 
interpretation.:4 That strange land is the physical body. 

The strangeness of this body, specifically those characteristics which allow it 
to perform some of the work previously ascribed to gods and daimones, is the 
primary focus of this chapter: not only its unseen and often unfelt cavities but 
also its potentially treacherous constituent stuffs, the volatile economies of 
physical force in which it participates, and its uncanny automatism. I begin, 
however, by giving a bit more attention to how medical interpretations of the 
symptom facilitate the emergence of this body, showing how, by locating 
symptoms at the crossroads of the language of cause and the language of 
visibility, the medical writers establish them as springboards to hidden truths 
about the physical world. That world is sometimes extended beyond the soma to 
include diet or environmental factors. Nevertheless, because symptoms are 
produced by things inside the soma, the world they reveal is primarily that 
which lies between external catalysts and visible effects, what I have been 
referring to as the cavity. 

One of the hardest things to “see” in medicine is the disease itself. We can 
best understand it as a cluster of effects to be referred to a specific phusis that is 
endowed with a specific dunamis, that is, a capacity to act and to suffer in a 
predictable way.:s Through a close reading of a passage from On Diseases I, I 
demonstrate how one medical writer uses symptoms to represent the disease not 
so much as a thing—though it takes on thinglike qualities—but as a process. As 
the disease unfolds, we come to see, too, not only the troubling instability of the 
physical body and its complicity in its own destruction but also the challenge 
this instability poses to the physician's desire for epistemic and pragmatic 
mastery of the cavity. 

What a symptom refers to depends largely on the question posed to it. That 
is, symptoms enable physicians to see a range of obscure things depending on 
whether they are interested in what is happening inside a given body at a given 
moment; in the probable outcome of the disease; or in securing evidence for a 
general claim—diagnosis, prognosis, and proof, respectively.16 Most treatises are 
organized around one class of questions more than another. In what I refer to 
loosely as “nosological” treatises, symptoms are used primarily to identify a 
disease and its treatment, whereas, in “prognostic” treatises, symptoms tend to 


be used to determine the outcome of the disease; other texts routinely exploit 
the symptom to prove claims about the nature of the human body and its 
diseases.17 At the same time, symptoms often function in different and 
complementary ways in the same text.:s 

I stress the symptom's polyvalence in part as a reminder that fifth- and 
fourth-century medical writing exhibits considerable heterogeneity. At the same 
time, though, that polyvalence attests the complexity of what I take to be the 
common object of these writings—the physical body.1s That is, the different 
questions posed to the symptom reflect the different angles these writers take 
on that body. Emerging through a cluster of phenomena and ideas, the physical 
body is at once a hidden space of bones, sinews, and joints, hollows and 
channels; a mixture of stuffs with different capacities to act and suffer; dense 
but labile flesh; and a principle of growth and flourishing. It is precisely because 
it is so complex that it fosters so many divergent narratives within its broader 
intellectual and cultural milieu, narratives that transform the conditions under 
which human nature can be imagined. 


SYMPTOMS AT THE THRESHOLD OF SEEN AND UNSEEN 


If a symptom is to indicate what is wrong inside the soma, those interpreting it 
need some ideas about how the things inside the soma work. Take, for 
example, a chapter from On Affections: the head starts to hurt because a lot of 
phlegm, having become agitated, has accumulated there.» Regardless of how, 
when, and where these concepts (the presence of a stuff called “phlegm” in the 
soma; its accumulation in the head when agitated; its capacity to produce pain) 
first appear, such a world is taken for granted from the first lines of the treatise, 
where the author declares that anyone with any sense must know that “all 
human diseases come to be because of bile and phlegm" (1, Li 6.208 = 6 
Potter). Bile and phlegm are always present in the body, but they produce 
disease only under specific conditions: 


T] Oč xoAn xai TO oAéypa TAG vobcouc TAQÉXEL OTAV EV TH GOHATI 
UTEQUYQAIVNTAL T) UTEQENQAIVNTAL T) VreoOeoHaivnjrai À UmEQHvyNTar 
TAOXEL OE TAVTA TO PAEYHA xai T) XOĀT) Kai ĀTO oítov kai TOTWV, xai ATÒ 
TLOVWV Kati TOWLATWV, kai ATÒ óopr]s xai AKOTJG kai OĻlog kai Aayveins, Kat 
amo TOD OEeQuov TE Kai WUXQOÙ TĀOYEL dé, OTAV TOUTWV ĒKAOTA TWV 
ELQNHÉVEOV T) ur] Ev TO SEOVTL MECTHEQNTAL TA JOLATI, T] ur] TA EiwOdTA, T) 
TAEÏG TE KA LOXVEDTEQA, T] ÉAdOO& TE kai doVEVEOTEQA. (Aff. 1, Li 6.208 = 
6 Potter) 


Bile and phlegm produce diseases when, inside the body, one of them 
becomes too moist, too dry, too hot, or too cold; phlegm and bile undergo 
these changes because of foods and drinks, exertions and wounds, smell, 
sound, sight, and sexual intercourse, and because of heat and cold; they suffer 
when any of the things described are administered to the body at the wrong 
time, contrary to what is habitual, in too great an amount and too strong, or 
in insufficient amount and too weak. 


It is with this etiological schema in mind that we read the explanation of the 
patient's head pain.23 

Not all the medical writers make the causal relationships in a disease explicit 
(although these relationships are often implied). Yet whenever etiology is 
foregrounded, it is, as one would expect, attracted to the symptom. So pervasive 
are expressions such as *y (— phenomenal event or condition) happens when x 
(= hidden event, condition) happens," “if x happens, y happens," “y happens 
on account of x," “y arises from x," “x produces y," and combinations thereof in 
extant medical writing that they often escape notice.» In such cases, etiology 
creates an implicit rationale for recommended treatment. 

On occasion, however, we find authors actively trying to secure their 
readers' assent to an explanation by offering what is identified as proof of the 
causal mechanisms that it posits.25 In Airs, Waters, Places, for example, we are 
told that a bladder stone forms when the bladder grows feverish and heats (or 
“concocts”) the urine within it: as a result, the heaviest part of the water taken 
in by the body remains in the bladder and masses together, while the lightest, 
clearest part exits as urine. The proof (tekuńorov)? People suffering from 
stones have very clear urine. Here the role of the symptom shifts. For the author 
is not simply making sense of the phenomenon by referring it to causal 
mechanisms (here a mechanism by which water separates into light and heavy 
parts when heated). He is also using the symptom to make his listeners believe 
in the bodily process behind it. Putting the symptom in the service of proof, he 
appropriates its visibility for events hidden inside the soma.:7 

If attention is shifted back to the symptoms of a particular patient, however, 
this mechanism (i.e., separation of water in the bladder and the massing 
together of the heaviest part) is once again taken for granted.»s Under these 
circumstances, the symptom indicates that a known mechanism is active in a 
particular patient. That is, if the physician accepts the account of bladder stones 
in Airs, Waters, Places, he can diagnose stones on the basis of a patient's clear 
urine. We thus return to the scenario *y happens when x happens," but with a 
twist: now the phenomenon “y” is not simply explained by “x” but can reveal its 
presence. This “diagnostic” function of the symptom is common in classical 
medical writing: spontaneous discharge of blood or urine signifies that the small 
vessels in the kidney are broken; if sperm exits the woman's body with a lot of 
moisture, it is clear that the womb is too wet; if the patient is neither nauseous 
nor heavy-headed and the fever is mild, the disease is "settled," allowing the 
lower cavity to be purged.» The surgical treatises, too, are full of signs 
indicating the nature of the dislocation.s0 

In such contexts, the medical writers often use a transitive verb such as 
semaino, “to signify." The verb lays stress on the phenomenon's power to 
indicate something hidden. At the same time, it quietly marks the symptom as a 
threshold that cannot, in the end, be crossed: because the body cannot be 
opened and because cause cannot be seen, we can access the unseen only 
indirectly, through a conceptual leap from signs to hidden truths. 

At other times, however, the medical writers use the very perceptibility of 
the symptom to turn inference into emergence. Symptoms (together with 
similar phenomena such as the menses) are often enmeshed not only in the 


language of causality but also in the language of appearance, particularly 
compounds of the verb phainomai—prophainomai, epiphainomai, emphainomai.s1 
The visibility of the symptom is thus appropriated for what lies below the 
threshold of perception. Consider an example from Internal Affections, where the 
author is describing a jaundice caused when the subcutaneous moisture 
congeals with blood. He introduces the symptoms, which here both confirm the 
alleged cause and identify the disease in a particular patient, with the phrase 
“as is clear from the following" (totode čč àmoónAot cx; obxvc éxeu 36, Li 
7.256 — 192 Potter). By shifting the symptoms into the instrumental dative, he 
establishes them as merely auxiliary to insight while exploiting their connection 
to the clarity of phenomenal reality. He thus allows an unseen condition to 
become the subject of an intransitive verb of appearing, as if it were coming to 
light directly. In a common variant of this expression, writers shift symptoms 
into the dative in order to make a hidden physical condition the direct object of 
verbs of knowing: "You will know x by y."» By instrumentalizing the 
phenomenon in this way, they lend credence to medicine's claim to offer 
"second sight": knowledge of the unseen is not mediated by a logical operation 
but is evident, given, real.33 

Despite inflecting it differently in different contexts, then, the medical 
writers consistently use the symptom to connect the visible and invisible 
dimensions of the physical body, implicating suffering in a world of somatic 
stuffs and forces that can be neither easily observed nor intuitively known, 
while, at the same time, bringing that world to light. 


THE INTERVAL 


By granting causal significance to the physical body, the medical writers, of 
course, do not exclude the role of external catalysts.» In fact, when an author 
wishes to draw attention to these factors, he will often downplay the role of the 
cavity. In one chapter from On Affections, the author interprets symptoms by 
bypassing causes inside the body altogether: 


Kai x&v ocuíov, À DUVALLV Exacta ÉXEL xekpaíoecOat xor] ANO TV 
PAVEQNV trjv óvvapuv. éxóvtov, doa 1] PUOAV ù SHEw À TANOUOVAV À 
ÉQEUVHÔV TIAOĒXEL T) OTEdHOV, T) Staxweeet T) ur] óuxxeoéeu xai Paveod 
EOTLV OTL TAUTA EQYVACETAL ATO TOUTWV xor] TA AAA OKOTELV: EXEL YAQ TA 
ÉKAOTA TOV ðeouátwv, Swot wedge Kai BĀdmrev AAA TA Lev 
PaveQgwtega &ovw épgyaCóueva à čoyāčera, TA SE AUvdQdTEQA. (Aff. 47, Li 
6.254-56 = 70 Potter) 


About foods, each of which has its own dunamis, one must conjecture on the 
basis of those which have a visible dunamis, those which produce gas or pangs 
or satiety or belching or colic, or pass off below or do not pass off, being 
visible in effecting these things. On the basis of these things you must 
investigate the others. For each of these foodstuffs has something because of 
which it helps and harms; but some are very perceptible in producing the 
effects they do, while others are more obscure. 


Here, the author is inquiring into the general powers of foodstuffs. The 
Hippocratic physician might also be interested in environmental factors. The 
major objects of the physician's knowledge in Airs, Waters, Places, for example, 
are what effects each season is capable of producing (6 tt ðúvartaı 
anegyaCeo8at) in human nature, as well as the dunameis of winds and 
waters.»s Physicians also engage in this kind of testing in specific scenarios. The 
physician-author of On the Use of Liquids, instructing the reader on the 
therapeutic uses of water, recommends pursuing a course of action with the 
patient until some obvious benefit or harm allows its correctness to be gauged. 36 

Inquiries into the effects of external forces are slightly complicated in On 
Diseases IV. The author first establishes that, like roses, garlic, and all other 
organic things, the soma attracts the ikmas, "juice," that is most like it from food 
and drink.s7 He then claims that, if a food contains too much of a given juice, 
the soma grows sick from the excess, offering the following proof. If we eat or 
drink something particularly bitter, the bile in the liver, its natural home, will 
increase. The liver is immediately pained, and “we take note of this occurring, 
and it is clear to us that this occurs because of the food and drink" (tovto 
ÉOELdDOHEV YLVOLLEVOV xai ÉUPAVÈS uiv ÉOTLV OTL ĀTO TOV PEM"ATOS T) tov 
motov čytvero, Morb. IV 36, Li 7.550 = 89,7-8 Joly).ss If, however, the amount 
of incoming bile is small enough, the body, “since it is very big" (ate uéya To 
oœpa &óv), absorbs it, and we feel nothing.so We can note, first, that, although 
the author singles out bile in the food as a catalyst, harm is actually produced 
through the (increased) bile in the liver. The role of the internal bile reminds us 
of one of naturalizing medicine's core precepts—namely, that it is the things 
inside the body that hurt a person, or, to quote Plato's appropriation of this 
principle, “external badness induces the natural badness (of the body).”40 
Second, the fact that food or drink can have an impact on the constituent stuffs 
without a perceptible effect reminds us that much of what happens inside the 
soma is not consciously felt, as we saw in the previous chapter. 

In the introduction, I suggested that we can speak of the space between 
cause and effect as what Dupréel calls an interval or *une réalité intercalaire," 
by which he means a space of possible interference within the production of an 
effect. The cavity realizes such an intercalated space, hidden and volatile. For 
every reaction to an external force is a delayed reaction, complicated by its 
passage through the mysterious interval. In On Diseases IV, for example, the 
effect of the food always depends on the “old bile" already present. That bile 
might immediately increase enough to be felt. But, having absorbed the new 
bile, it can also become the unperceived seed of a disease that will take root 
only later. 

At the same time, the author asserts the role of internal bile in order to 
control the interval represented by the cavity by identifying an intervening 
causal mechanism between the visible, external catalyst and the phenomenon. 
In so doing, he, like many other medical writers, is trying to eliminate 
unpredictability. But he is also helping to establish mechanisms through which 
disease unfolds inside the body, mechanisms that make the daemonic world 
from which symptoms arise intelligible. A similar process is at work in On the 
Sacred Disease, where the author, trying to persuade his listeners that phlegm, 


not a god, is responsible for epileptic symptoms, goes inside the cavity, as it 
were, in order to describe each mechanism triggered when phlegm invades the 
network of channels that circulate air.1 He continues to assume a hairbreadth 
of time between the catalyst and the symptoms. Nevertheless, by charting how 
phlegm produces each individual symptom, he dilates that moment to 
accommodate the complex, concealed workings of the physical body. 

The interval can, however, also expand in time more literally. Such an 
expansion is often marked by the escalation of symptoms. Discussing a lung 
disease, the author of On Diseases III observes, “as time passes, the disease 
reveals itself more clearly" (rtooióvxoc dE Tov xoóvov HAAAOV Kai 1] vobcoc 
caps dnAodtai, 16, Li 7.150 = 92,31-32 Potter).4» He goes on to note that if 
the physician fails to expel the pus from the patient's lung, it breaks into the 
chest. On the surface, the patient “seems to be healthy" (Šokčet oyujc civan. In 
truth, the chest is silently filling with pus until, through coughing, fevers, and 
other complications, “the disease shows through” (xai 1] vobcoc diadnAodtau, 
Li 7.152 = 94,8 Potter). The longer that emergence takes or the more complex 
the symptoms, the more potential there is for the cavity to appear daemonic. 43 
Let us consider now what it means to refer symptoms not to specific events, 
conditions, or external forces (e.g., the dampness of the womb, a bilious food), 
but to the more prolonged phenomenon of disease. 


EXPLAINING DISEASE 


Hippocratic disease lacks *any clear objective correlative which could serve as 
an unambiguous referent.”44 The classical medical writers virtually ignore the 
concept of contagion, perhaps because it reminds them too much of the magico- 
religious idea of miasma.«s Even in the nosological and gynecological treatises, 
which were long seen as the bastion of archaic, ontological disease concepts and 
in which disease is endowed with a strong spatial identity—it becomes fixed in 
places, seizes parts of the body, travels as a flux—the identity of a disease 
depends mostly on the kind of trouble it causes.46 The disease that slowly 
reveals itself in On Diseases III 16, for example, in the passage just cited, does so 
through the patient's dry cough, fever, shivering, rapid breathing, deepened 
voice, and flushed face. The form, eidos or idee, of a disease is not something 
visible, let alone an anthropo- or zoomorphic figure, but, rather, a constellation 
of symptoms—a syndrome, in modern parlance—organized by the mind into an 
object of thought. 47 

Disease does, at times, glint at the edge of the seen. The skin might fall 
away, exposing the pus below.«s Nevertheless, the pus is but a relic of the once 
dynamic interaction between the disease and the body: once seen, it becomes 
another symptom. In On the Sacred Disease, the reader is invited to cut open the 
head of an epileptic goat in order to confirm for himself the author's account of 
the disease's causes. Yet seeing the goat's phlegm-corroded brain is not 
tantamount to seeing the disease. Rather, the author assumes that by 
confronting rotted flesh, the reader will be persuaded to trade a story about 
agency for a story about physical causality: ^And you will know clearly by this 


that it is not a god but the disease that violates the body” (xai èv tovtw 
órnAóvott yvoor, STL OVX O 0cóc TO oca Avuaivetat, AAA T] vovooc, 11, Li 
6.382 = 22,2-4 Jouanna).; But even as the author borrows the sights and 
smells of the physical body to endow his claims about the disease with clarity, 
the disease itself remains elusive. In Epidemics V, it is noted that when the 
swollen skin is cut away from a patient with broken ribs, the purulence is 
shown to extend deep into the body.so Following this, “it was recognized that 
the nature of the disease was farther off than below the skin" (éyvwo@n To 
civar TLOQQWTEQW TIJV iov tov VOOTJHATOG T] UTO TO égua, 26, Li 5.226 = 
16,17-18 Jouanna). This clipped observation makes a nice aphorism: although 
disease is often rooted in some materia peccans whose elimination may produce 
health, it is, in truth, always out of reach, known only by the damage it 
creates.s1 

The fact the disease is so elusive reminds us that the medical writers are 
working with two kinds of “imperceptibility”: what is potentially seen and what 
is seen with the mind. The former can be correlated with the embodied 
daemonic agent, the latter with his intentions. Rather than openly 
acknowledging these two classes of imperceptibles, however, the medical 
writers usually conflate them. By doing so, they allow their claims about the 
nature of the body or the disease to masquerade as concrete objects of 
perception, as we saw in relation to the language surrounding symptoms. The 
pus or the corroded brain is not the disease, but, rather, further inducement to 
inference, perceptible traces that allow events to be reconstructed through the 
knowledge of causes. That is to say, they allow an investigation into those 
things that before the art was at a loss to see altogether.s2 Among the things 
that the art needs to see are the phusis and the dunamis of the disease. 

As we have begun to see, the capacity to act and suffer is of particular 
importance to the visibility, as well as the identity, of the disease.ss In Homer, 
dunamis describes the power of an agent to act, whether to fight or to protect, to 
punish or to heal.s4 In the previous chapter, we saw this kind of intentional 
agency being replaced by physical causes in the sixth and fifth centuries (e.g., in 
the physicists’ explanations of meteorological events). Yet our limited evidence 
suggests that it is not the physicists but the physicians who are primarily 
responsible for transferring the term dunamis to physical stuffs. This impression 
may be due to an accident of textual transmission. Nevertheless, it is telling 
that, in the Phaedrus, Plato defines the “Hippocratic” approach to nature in part 
as an inquiry into dunameis (270c10-d7).55 If we turn to the medical writers 
themselves, we see that many of them attribute a dunamis to virtually 
everything—foods, drinks, drugs, and therapies, as well as the constituent stuffs 
of the body, body parts such as the brain or the nostrils, and the whole body. 56 
In so doing, they extend and reframe the power of things around them, stuffs 
like honey, oil, and bran,s7 as well as the seasons and the winds. In On Breaths, 
for example, wind—“invisible to sight, visible to reasoning" (tH tv öper 
àdavijc, To dE Aoyiop® oaveoóc)—is a megistos dunastés, a “most powerful 
master," capable of not only bending trees and upsetting ships but also piercing 
human flesh “like an arrow" (bone tóčevua) and producing the whole 
spectrum of human diseases.ss 


The “like” (Wo7teg) in this last simile cues an important difference between 
the “expressive potential of the weapon” that we saw in chapter 1 and the 
function of the medical writer's arrow. Apollo's (unseen) arrows, for example, 
are the immediate cause of the plague, but only insofar as they fill in the “how” 
space between the god's fully efficacious intention to harm and the Achaeans. 
The arrow in On Breaths, however, is only analogous to the wind. That is, the 
wound it creates illustrates the violence that the author imagines is being 
inflicted by breaths inside the body. The mechanics of that violence still have to 
be explained by the wind itself—its nature and its dunamis. At the same time, 
because there is no god behind the wind to assume responsibility for the 
damage, it is all the more important to know how exactly wind and breaths, 
absent a god's efficacious agency, cause harm. The author of On Breaths seems 
well aware that his account, clearly adapted to an epideictic context (and, 
hence, a lay audience), must respond to this question.s» Indeed, at one point, he 
introduces a skeptical listener to ask just this: “So how [næs] do breaths cause 
fluxes? In what way [tiva toorov] does wind cause hemorrhages in the chest?" 
(10, Li 6.104 — 116,10-12 Jouanna). 

Answering these kinds of questions is no easy task. Part of the problem is 
that they require the author to provide an explanation not simply of a uniform 
power, for example, the capacity to cut. They require him to explain how 
breaths produce a series of events that collectively replace the sudden blow of a 
god's anger. We can see this process of replacement at work in a chapter from 
On Regimen in Acute Diseases, in which the author polemically advances his own 
explanation of those whom “the ancients” thought to be bletoi, “stricken,” “just 
because the flanks of those who have died are found to be livid, as if a blow had 
been received [ixeAdv tt rAmyr]]" (17, Li 2.260-62, ch. 5 = 43,4-6 Joly).60 
While the simile allows the author to acknowledge that the symptom is sudden 
and bruise-like, it also blocks the abduction of agency. Having signaled his 
distance from daemonic blows, he offers his own aition, *account," of the 
symptom, focusing on the dangers of feeding a patient without first ensuring 
that the pain in his side has been “loosened.”s2 It is this massed pain that 
becomes responsible for the livid mark on the body. That mark is thus 
appropriated by the medical writer to signal not unappeased anger but 
concealed pain below the skin. But what is pain here? And what happens to 
anger? Is it simply absorbed by the strangely concrete pain that the physician 
fails to relieve? One clue to the changes in the traditional story is the author's 
use of the passive voice when discussing harm: damage happens (BePAdwetat, 
16, Li 2.256, ch. 5 — 42,9 Joly), rather than being inflicted by an agent. This is 
true even though it is the physician who, by feeding the patient, commits the 
initial error. That error is not so much an act as a catalyst for a series of bad 
outcomes inside the soma that “feed off one another" (&AArjAotct ovvtiuwoei) 
until finally *it"—whatever it is—is strong enough to cause death in most cases 
(xai ótav &c rodto EAON, Davatmdes wc ērti TO TOAD éomt, 17, Li 2.262, ch. 5 
= 43,12-13, 15-16 Joly).6s Once the author eliminates the daemonic agent, 
then, anger and intention fragment into a series of events through which the 
power of “bad things" gains momentum. The bruise brings this power to light 
while cuing the unseen process of its accumulation. 


The idea that trouble can grow from a small catalyst has deep roots in 
archaic ideas about suffering. Solon, for example, writes in the sixth century bce 
—in the context of disease—that, “from a small pain a great pain often arises" 
(moAAdxt © £& OAlyng òðúvns uéya ytyvetat &Ayoc, fr. 13.59 Wz).e Yet the 
medical writers turn this maxim into a major conceptual tool capable of 
crowding out agent-based explanation: serious diseases tend to arise "from 
small catalysts" (and ouuxocov moopaciwv); they grow “bit by bit" (karā 
[c]uucoóv).ss By depersonalizing cause and distributing power over a series of 
micro-events, these writers rewrite the drama behind the symptom in terms of 
physical processes. 

I say “drama” because, despite elevating processes over agents, the medical 
writers do not give up the language of conflict and attack.ce The hostility they 
describe, however, is transformed by the fact that power in their explanations is 
so fluid, untethered to the discrete aims of other minds. On the one hand, the 
soma has a fundamentally agonal relationship to the world around it: every 
encounter is a high-stakes struggle for power. If, for example, the liver cannot 
resist the power of the wind, it cannot not suffer harm or escape pains.67 In 
digestion, the cavity must conquer, through heat, whatever enters it.6s If it fails 
to do so, normal processes of growth and life are reversed: 


ÉTIJV Šč pnáccov TQOOEVÉYKNTA, T) àAAoíoc pgexaAAÓ&£av KEATHTAL 
KQATÉOVOL Kai TĀ omia xai ONOTAV KEATHTAL TO oca LNO TOV 
TOOJOIGHATAV, [à] OKAAetv TOLET xa xà xai KQATÉEL AUA TOD OWUATOS TĀ 
TE UTEVAVTLA TOLEOVOV. (Loc. 43, Li 6.336 = 80,15-18 Craik) 


But when too much is administered, or being changed in some other way the 
body is mastered, then the foods, in fact, take control; and when the body is 
mastered by the things administered to it, the same things [that] make it 
thrive prevail over the body and produce the opposite effect. 


Yet, on the other hand, as this passage makes clear, the hostility of the 
incoming foods is conditional. That is to say, the foods become hostile only at 
the moment they overpower the cavity. That which the cavity conquers and 
assimilates becomes nourishment.co 

The soma has a similarly ambiguous relationship to its constituent stuffs. For 
when it fails to conquer things coming from outside, the power to harm is 
transferred to the things inside. Like a foodstuff, a humor is both beneficial and 
threatening. The pathogenic humor “innately belongs to the affected organism, 
but is functionally alien to it.”70 In medical writing, the capitulation of 
something in the body seems to make an enemy out of it, a process that 
continues until the whole body has turned (or been turned) against life: “The 
body, having changed and being ineffective and conquered by everything, 
begins to fester" (tò yàọ oua LETATEETIOLEVOV Kai OALVOEQYÈS EOV Kai orto 
TAVTOS VIKWĻEVOV TAS TAALyKOTiAg TtaotxXei, Loc. 43, Li 6.338 = 80,25-26 
Craik). Here is the paradox of corporeal change: it is precisely when the soma 
has been conquered that it acquires the power to hurt itself. Culpability, diffuse 
and mobile, is attracted not only to things outside the soma but also to the soma 
itself. 


Scholars of ancient medicine are familiar with the idea that the antagonism 
between inside and outside is always latent within the physical body, making 
that body highly fragile. By defamiliarizing the cliché of precarious balance, 
however, we can shed light on the physical body's emergence and, more 
specifically, on the way in which the conceptualization of that body allows it to 
appropriate the signs of the unseen world of daemonic agents. Crucial to this 
appropriation, as we have seen, is the idea of a cavity, an opaque inner space 
below the threshold of sensing that conceals fundamentally untrustworthy 
physical stuffs. I would like to examine this untrustworthiness by looking at one 
writer's account of how disease unfolds in the cavity. The text in question 
allows us to see how the symptom could be used to support not simply claims 
about cause but new narratives of suffering, narratives in which the physical 
body takes on blame even as culpability is fractured. 


THE DYNAMICS OF THE CAVITY 


Thus far we have been focusing primarily on clusters of symptoms with a 
diagnostic function, symptoms that enable the identification and, hence, the 
treatment of a disease. Symptoms, however, can also be used to track disease as 
a dynamic process. The dynamism of disease lies, on the one hand, in the fluxes 
it causes within the cavity and, on the other, in its identity as an incremental 
process that, barring successful treatment, often leads to death. Both these 
characteristics take on an exaggerated clarity in medical accounts of 
suppuration, a disease that causes putrefaction of the flesh and the humors, and 
dropsy, which turns flesh to water; both conditions often supervene on other 
diseases. The corruption of stuffs inside the body dominates Plato’s vivid 
account of disease in the Timaeus, which is often seen as deeply informed by 
contemporary medical writing.72 Equally vivid is the account of suppuration in 
On Diseases I, which tracks the outcome of a small tear in the inner tissue.73 

The author of the treatise begins by reconstructing the tear's early history, 
before any symptoms appear. The flesh is torn through overexertion, but the 
tear is not signaled by the expectoration of blood. As it attracts moisture, the 
tear becomes slightly livid. Still, however, the patient either feels nothing 
because of his good health (uù aio@avntar rta cov VTO goung kai ebečinc) or, 
if he does sense something, deems it of no account (ùv dé xai aonta, undëv 
TOTJYHA ryrjonxat Morb. I 15, Li 6.166 = 38,9-10 Wittern).74 The author thus 
tacitly registers a lag before symptoms appear. In so doing, he introduces at the 
outset a misalignment between the story of the seen and the story of the unseen, 
with the latter clearly privileged as the primary, more complete account. 

The tear's presence becomes perceptible only when some exciting cause—a 
fever, perhaps, or sexual indulgence—dries and warms the injured tissue, 
forcing it to attract moisture from surrounding fleshes and vessels.7s The process 
soon gets out of hand; one bad thing leads to another. Eventually the attracted 
moisture putrefies, and the flesh ulcerates and begins to melt away. Henceforth, 
the disease's victory is assured: "The harmful things flowing toward the pus 
overpower what flows off, and the fleshes are more wasted by the disease than 
nourished by the things coming in [ai dE oágkec tnkôuevar nàAAov UNO xiv 


KAKOV 1} 1oepópevau UTO TOV EoLOVvIWV]” (15, Li 6.168 = 42,4-7 Wittern). 
Yet, at the very moment the disease is acting most decisively, its power to act is 
most elusive. What commands the verb “to overpower" is not the disease or the 
tear but, rather, “harmful things that flow toward the pus" (rtoóc èv TO TUOV 
TĀ ETLOQEOVTA KAKA).76 The antagonist in this story, then, refuses to crystallize, 
even as verbal agency persists. In one scenario, in fact, the enemy is the cavity 
itself: though initially the subject of passive verbs—“to be heated," "to be 
melted," “to be disordered”—it eventually turns on the patient and kills 
(£bOeige) him (15, Li 6.168 = 40,10 Wittern).77 

What begins as a slight tear, then, becomes the locus of a growing and 
ultimately fatal force. It is important to remember, however, that the author's 
description of this transformation is largely speculative, conditioned by 
expectations about the humors, rather than confirmed by autopsy. In 
developing it, he counters the body's initial silence, making sense of its slow 
destruction by extending its deterioration into the concealed space-time of the 
cavity. From the beginning, his language, peppered with the prefix hupo-, 
fosters the sense of incremental deterioration. The tear initially attracts a little 
moisture and grows a little livid (ortortéAioc). Catalyzed by a further misstep on 
the part of the patient, it heats and dries a bit (bnoënoaivetau, 
vrto0eopnaívexat). Symptoms begin to corroborate this gradualism: the pain is, 
at first, light, the cough intermittent. As the disease develops, the adjectives 
assigned to the symptoms intensify: the pain is stronger, the cough more 
frequent (ioxvootéorv,;s nvkvotéonv). But the situation remains embryonic, as 
is shown by the transfer of the prefix hupo- to the track of the symptom: what is 
coughed up is a little purulent (Umd7vov), a little livid (bnonéAiov), a little 
bloody (óoQoupov). Nevertheless, the more time passes, the more moisture the 
tear draws to itself (Gow à àv ó xoóvoc nooin, ÉAket te UAAAOV ès EwUTTV). 
When the tissue finally ulcerates, the symptoms become decisive: severe 
(ioxvor) pain and frequent, violent (rtvxvrj, roAĀr]) coughing that produces 
unadulterated (eiAucgtvéc) pus. Through all of this, the concealed events inside 
the soma remain in the foreground, driving the narrative. Symptoms serve 
primarily as echoes of that story, rather than as sites of inference. Crucially, 
"the person" disappears from the scene after his failure to sense the lesion and 
reappears only as the object of the verb “to kill.” 

The idea of wasting diseases exercises a powerful hold on the Greek 
imagination. The process of disarticulation painstakingly described here calls to 
mind the dolikhe nousos, “long disease," that Odysseus suspects as a cause of his 
mother's death in the Odyssey (11.172); in her response, Anticleia speaks of a 
disease that destroys life with “hateful wasting" (xrkeóóvi otuyeof, 201). 
Love's effects, too, are takera, “liquefying,” in archaic poetry: like sleep, grief, 
and death itself, eros undoes the articulation of the body. In the Hippocratic 
account, however, dissolution is envisioned as a potentially seen physical 
process. The reader is invited to imagine the heating and the melting of the 
fleshy inner parts through a well-paced, detailed story in which verbal agency is 
artfully shunted from the wound to stuffs and tissues to the cavity itself, 
effectively shutting out the daemonic agent.so I am not denying that there are 
obvious continuities between the Hippocratic authors assumptions about 


wasting and those of an archaic poet. Nevertheless, by transferring the bulk of 
causal responsibility to unseen stuffs inside the cavity and specifying the 
mechanisms by which those stuffs cause harm, the medical author helps to 
transform the meaning of disease. 

Such an explanatory shift needed to be defended. “In the face of entrenched 
beliefs," writes another medical author, “it is necessary to offer many proofs if 
you intend to persuade, by means of your account, a listener to turn away from 
the judgment he already holds" (àváyxr| ¿oTi rtgóc TĀ ioxvoixc óokéovza TA 
Tt0AÀ& LotToQuA &rityeo0auv el tic MÉAAEL TOV ĀKOVOVTAS1 EK TS TEV YVOHNG 
HETAOTEEWAL toiov EWUTOD AOYOLOL neioeiv, Morb. IV 56, Li 7.608 = 121,19- 
22 Joly). The same author also stresses the importance of offering what he calls 
an alethes logos, a "true story," designed, we can assume, to compete not only 
with the accounts of rival physicians but also with magico-religious stories 
about daemonic violence, stories animated by social agents and underwritten by 
an in tuitive physics.s For, those who were minimizing or eliminating the role 
of daemonic agents in the classical period had to come up with a persuasive 
answer to the how question posed by listeners accustomed to the efficacy of 
divinized intention, as we have already seen with Socrates and Strepsiades in 
the Clouds, for example, or with the author of On Breaths and his hypothetical 
interlocutor. The author of On Diseases I, too, who in the prologue of the text 
imagines his reader engaged in a debate about healing with bedside rivals, is 
developing a narrative that uses symptoms to make a different kind of sense of 
suffering and death. Much has been written about the importance of rhetoric to 
the physician.ss What I would like to emphasize is that this rhetoric, together 
with the battery of techniques for seeing the unseen developed by physicians, 
not only transforms the meaning of disease but also facilitates the crystallization 
of the physical body qua conceptual object. 

That the things inside the body turn so easily on a patient and that this 
turning is precipitated by nothing more than a misstep or an unfortunate 
encounter with an impersonal world are ideas deeply rooted in medicine's 
conceptualization of the physical body. Health is fragile. Of a recovering 
patient, one author writes, “Let him, having recently regained health, not run 
against the wind nor ride a horse nor [ride] in a wagon, and have him avoid 
shouting and excitement; for there is a risk of relapse, and it is necessary to take 
care [pvA&coec0au xen] with regard to all these things” (Int. 1, Li 7.170 = 76 
Potter). The imperative to take care becomes something of a mantra, as we will 
see in chapter 4, issued to counteract the dangerous passivity of patients like 
those in On Diseases I 15, whose only actions are nonactions (not to perceive the 
trouble inside, not to recognize the meaning of whatever he does feel). 

Both the persuasiveness of the physician's story and the power to take care 
rely on the disease's conformity to a kind of plot; plot minimizes the role of the 
cavity as a mysterious interval between catalysts and symptoms. Yet things 
inside the cavity often remain volatile and unpredictable, part of a dynamic 
whose laws appear beyond the physician's grasp. They thus retain something of 
the strange and threatening nature of the daemonic. I close this chapter by 
considering this aspect of the cavity before turning, in the next chapter, to those 
vital forces in the body that support health and life. 


THE AUTOMATIC BODY 


In On Diseases I 15, variations in the disease are so many routes to death. In 
other contexts, however, the treatise's author is unusually skeptical about the 
viability of prognosis.s4 Describing erysipelas, a localized inflammation of the 
skin, he gives the patient two to four days for the fluids that have accumulated 
in the lung to disperse—for to endon, “what is within," to move exo, 
*outward”—lest they putrefy and become dangerous. If this does not happen, 
the patient dies.ss What causes this dispersal? 

One answer appears in the methodological reflections at the beginning of 
the treatise. There we learn that foremost among the factors that complicate 
prognosis are tukhe and to automaton, "the spontaneous." In acknowledging 
contingency, however, the author is also seeking to contain it. He first identifies 
those diseases in which bad things, including death, necessarily follow, and 
then distinguishes these from diseases whose outcomes are uncertain.ss For 
these latter cases, he goes on to designate two classes of events that encourage 
or thwart the disease: things that happen to patients apo tou automatou, 
"spontaneously," and those achieved by therapy through good or bad fortune, 
of which the turning inward or outward of epysipelas is an example.s; The sense 
of necessity that drives his account of suppuration thus expands to admit 
apparent indeterminacy. Whereas the Hippocratic triangle traditionally joins the 
disease and the physician to the patient, here the third point is occupied by to 
automaton or tukhe. Insofar as this third actor may harm or help, it acts as a 
wild card, disrupting the story's regularity and collapsing distinctions between 
protagonist and antagonist. 

By including tukhe and to automaton within the scope of tekhne, the author 
would seem to be defending a delicate position.ss Indeed, placed alongside other 
medical texts, On Diseases I looks strikingly heterodox. It is true that the author 
of On the Tekhne, for example, accepts that some patients might chance upon 
the same treatments a physician would have prescribed.s Yet, to the extent the 
physician grasps the effect of each therapy in advance—although the author is 
willing to concede there are things medicine does not yet know, he is confident 
that everything about the body can be known—he has no need for tukhë. Even 
greater optimism is on display in On Places in a Human Being: 


inxouc] Or) uor doket HdN AvevoījaGai ón, TIG OÙTUG ÉXEL TIG DÔAOKEL 
ĒKAOTA xai TA MOEA Kai TOUS KALOOVG. OG yàg OÙTWS INTQUKMV ĒTIOTATAĻ 
ÉAGXIOTA TV TÜXNV ÉTUMÉVEL AAA Kai AVEU TWXNS kai cov tÓxr EÙ 
nounbein av. Bépryce yàg intom MAGA, kai PAIVETAL xcv GOPLOLATWV TA 
káta èv abt] OUVKEÏHEVA ÉAGXIOTA THXNS dELOBAL T) yàg TÜXN 
AÜTOKQATI]S KAL OÙK ĀOXETAI, OÙD ĒTt eUxr] ÉOTLV AUTIJV ABET ý Ô éruovi]ur 
&oxexaí TE kai EUTUXMG ĒOTLV, OTOTAV BOVANTAL ó éruoxápevoc XOrjadai. 
ETELTA Ti kai deitat into xóxric; (Loc. 46, Li 6.342 = 84,17-25 Craik) 


Medicine in its present state, it seems to me, has now been fully discovered 
insofar as it teaches the details and the constitutions and the correct measures. 
For if someone knows medicine in this way, he waits the least for luck, but, 
with or without luck, everything is properly accomplished. For all medicine 


has been founded, and the finest of its accepted methods seem to be in little 
need of luck. For chance takes its power from itself and cannot be ruled, and 
does not come at one's wish. But knowledge can be commanded and 
successful, whenever the person who knows wishes to make use of his 
knowledge. Why, then, does medicine have any need of luck? 


Knowledge, in short, enables control not only over the depths of the body, as 
we saw early in this chapter, but over the factor of arbitrariness that so often 
thwarts or unexpectedly rewards mortal ambitions. Whereas tukhe is self-ruled, 
refusing any and all masters, including prayer, knowledge is available whenever 
the knower wishes to use it. For this writer, then, tukhe simply names ignorance 
about when and how to act on the body. 

What about to automaton? The author of On the Tekhne, in addition to his 
remarks on tukhe, has a categorical observation to make on this subject, too: 


Omov OÙV OvdEeV OÙT £v TOLOLV AYABOĪCI TMV irtocov OUT èv TH into ALTTĪ 
AXQELOV otv, AAA’ èv TOĪGI TĀEIOTOLOL TOV TE dvopévov xai vOv 
TOLEUHÉVOV EVEOTLV TĀ EDEN tcv DEQATIELMV kai tcv PAQUAKWV, ovk ÉOTLV 
ETL OVOEVL t&v &vev iNTEOD UYIAČOHĒVAV TO AVTOLATOV aixujoac0at 0004 
AO6YO TO HEV yàg AVTOLATOV OLOËÈV paívexat òv £Aeyxópevov rav YAQ TO 
YWOHEVvOV OL TL EVOIOKOLT AV yLVOLLEVOV, kai ÈV TH OLA TL TO AVTOUATOV OÙ 
aivetat odoinv Éxov ovóeuíav AAA À Ovoua. (Art. 6, Li 6.10 = 230,9-18 
Jouanna) 


Seeing that there is nothing that is without a use for good physicians or for 
the art of medicine itself, but the greater part of things that grow or are made 
constitute the forms of treatments and drugs, it is not possible for anyone who 
recovers without a physician to credit the spontaneous with any justification. 
For the spontaneous turns out not to exist on examination. For everything that 
happens would be found to do so on account of something, and given this “on 
account of something,” the spontaneous appears to have no other existence 
than as a name. 


While this author can accept tukhe on the grounds that patients sometimes 
unwittingly help themselves, he cannot admit ignorance at the level of the 
body, where things necessarily happen dia ti, “because of something." But does 
the author of On Diseases I allow for spontaneity in this sense? That is, does he 
allow gaps and jumps in physical reality?o1 

If there is a gap at work in On Diseases I, it exists because the physician has a 
limited perspective on the causal series within the body. That is, in scenarios 
where tukhe and to automaton come into play, the inside of the physical body 
stands as the interval par excellence, that is, a space open to forms of 
unpredictable interference. Unpredictability appears to result not from the 
interference of something outside the causal laws accepted elsewhere in the 
treatise but, rather, from the nature of the soma itself, and particularly the labile 
quality of the humors. Like a Homeric warrior, the author knows which wounds 
make death a foregone conclusion. He knows what kind of damage (e.g., head 
wounds, severed cords) necessarily produces certain effects.o2 At a certain point, 
though, the complex behaviors of things inside the body frustrate his 


understanding. By leaving room for tukhe and to automaton, this medical writer 
captures the symptom's inextricability from the daemonic, understood not as a 
divinized plane of reality but as a volatile economy of impersonal forces. 

It is hardly sufficient, however, to equate the humors with contingency. 
After all, most medical speculation about disease relies on knowledge of how 
humors work. Moreover, despite his distrust (though not rejection) of prognosis, 
the author of On Diseases I is committed to considerable regularity in the disease 
process. So a bit more precision is needed. 

We can first recognize that tukhe and to automaton are not quite the same 
things. The former characterizes the success or failure of the physician's actions. 
What happens "automatically," on the other hand, seems to be accomplished in 
(by?) the cavity without technical intervention. When Herodotus reports that 
Egyptians shave their eyebrows if a household cat has died apo tou automatou 
(2.66), it is likely he is talking about what we would call the cat's natural 
death.s4 Something of this sense of mysteriousness in living things is perhaps 
present, too, when the medical authors contrast what happens because of the 
physician's drugs with what happens automatically. For example, the recovery 
process can be disrupted either by things administered or apo tou automatou; 
patients may recover automatoi, “on their own"; the belly may become 
disordered automate, “by itself,” without the physician administering a drug.os 
On one occasion, we find a bodily change that happens automatically 
contrasted to one that happens because of a prophasis, which here probably 
means a “manifest” (rather than simply an “external”) cause.» In many (but not 
all) of these cases, the "automatic" and, hence, hard-to-predict outcome 
involves the fluid dynamics of the humors, such as when and especially where a 
flux will occur or whether the cavity will be set in motion.s7 In contrast, authors 
seem more confident about specific causal mechanisms and the logic of 
deterioration, with its transubstantiation of stuffs (e.g., if blood flows into the 
upper cavity, it necessarily turns to pus). 

Despite the many mechanisms that connect the catalyst and the symptom, 
then, the unstable identity of the foodstuff or the humor—beneficial or harmful 
—haunts the body as a complex system. Insofar as what happens spontaneously 
can either help or harm, the physical body and, more specifically, the cavity, is 
conceptualized as a terrain of unruly forces only contingently aligned with 
health. In fact, these forces can be seen as hard to control and potentially 
dangerous even when they are accomplishing something good: 


aQuakov dé unt ivnOu@ pnt àpetrjoiov. [mévrocs add. Joly], XOAT) àra]v 
AVTOUATH gay) T) KATH T] AV, xaAETWTEEN TAVELV- 1] yàg AUTOUAT oro 
Bing ywouévnc TE ocopgau Pitar Hv à LVTO haeudKov Gén, ovx ono 
ovyyevéoc Bitar. (Loc. 33, Li 6.326 = 72,12-15 Craik) 


When bile breaks out spontaneously in either the upper or the lower part of a 
patient [who has taken] neither a laxative nor an emetic drug, it is harder to 
stop. For spontaneous (bile) is forced by a power with its origin in the body; 
whereas if it flows by the action of a drug, it is not forced by what is innate. 


If the author is uneasy about the power of a bie, "force," with origins in the 


soma, his concern appears due to the fact that, although this force mimics the 
action of the physician's purgatives, it threatens to subvert technical control. 
The spontaneous flux of bile does not “know” how or when to stop; the 
physician may or may not succeed in imposing measure on it. Left to its own 
devices, the soma gets carried away by its predisposition to instability. 

In the end, the remarks about tukhe in On Diseases I are not so anomalous. 
They seem strange only because they so openly acknowledge the volatile 
complexity of the physical body that is a quiet constant in many other texts. 
Even the author of On Places in a Human Being, so confident about tekhne, turns 
out to acknowledge not only the unruliness of innate forces but also good and 
bad luck in practice.ss Moreover, to automaton does not keep the author of On 
Diseases I from making sense of disease. Rather, it introduces elements of 
uncertainty into that account. The degree of uncertainty leads him to restrict 
the predictive capacity of symptoms. 

Elsewhere in the extant medical writings, however, symptoms refer precisely 
to specific outcomes (recovery, relapse, death). They thus support prognosis, 
rather than diagnosis or universalizing claims. This is not to say that humoral 
pathology ceases to matter. Yet the focus shifts to the battle between the soma 
and the disease. One consequence of this shift, I argue, is that the nature of the 
soma emerges with greater visibility in these contexts, not only as an opponent 
of the disease but also as the mysterious substratum of the person. 


1 For arguments in favor of a late fifth-century date, see Jouanna 1988b.190-91; Jori 
1996.43-54. On the epideictic function of the speech, see Jouanna 1988b.167-74. For a 
discussion of the epideictic milieu and other texts probably destined for oral performance, 
see Jouanna 1984; Thomas 1993; Wittern 1998.32-34; Laskaris 2002.73-124, esp. 73-75. 
2 Art. 9 (Li 6.16 — 234,13-15 Jouanna). See also Flat. 1 (Li 6.90 — 103,10-12 Jouanna). 
At Hdt. 2.84, one category of Egyptian specialists is called "those [specialists] in unseen 
diseases” (oi tõv abavéwv vovowv), a phrase that Thomas 2000.41 finds “unmistakably 
Hippocratic” (see also 2000.204-5). Geller 2004.33-38 points out a similar distinction in a 
roughly contemporary Akkadian text. It is impossible to know, however, whether the 
taxonomies developed independently or, if not, the lines of influence. 

s Given the lack of systematic dissection, it is not surprising that the medical writers' 
understanding of the cavity was less detailed than their knowledge of joints, bones, 
tendons, and other phenomena that they dealt with more directly: see Gundert 1992.453- 
54. On the influence of cultural and theoretical expectations on what physicians see inside 
the body, see G. Lloyd 1979.126-60. 

4 Art. 10 (Li 6.16 — 235,12-15 Jouanna). 

s Art. 10 (Li 6.16-18 — 235,15-237,3 Jouanna). 

6 Art. 10 (Li 6.18 = 236,17-237,1 Jouanna): kai TOUTWV ovdév ő TL OVX Ónadoóv 
[ünaboév A M Ermerins Jouanna: Urodedov Erot. Heiberg: ó7ódooóv Zwingmg edd.: 
brtooo? Reinhold] čori kai £xov negi AUTO OaAópac (and none of these things does not 
contain foam, but each has around it little chambers). The rare term órtadooc was glossed 
by Heraclides of Tarentum (cited by Erotian) as Kkoupaioc. Modern editors (Littré, 
Gomperz, Jones) have tended to prefer Umdcogoc, “porous.” Jouanna prints Uradeoc, 
“containing foam inside," writing that “écume contenue en dessous est le signe que les 
parties sont creuses" (1988b.261). Cf. Loc. 7 (Li 6.290 — 46,17-27 Craik). 

7 “Demonic pregnancy” appears in Susan Sontag's compendium of oncological metaphors 
(1978.14). 


s Art. 10 (Li 6.18 — 236,12-13 Jouanna). 

» Art. 11 (Li 6.20 — 238,7-9 Jouanna). More specifically, in this passage, the author is 
blaming the body for the slowness of the physician's response to disease. Jori 1996.238—39 
sees the emphasis on the body's opacity as part of a strategy to exculpate physicians. 

10 See Jori 1996.93-94 n.17; von Staden 2007b.28-32. 

1 rvoÙ A Jouanna (nvov): rtoto0ca A2-3: too M. The reading of M, printed by Littré (“la 
médecine force la chaleur innée à dissiper au dehors l'humeur phlegmatique ..."), has been 
followed by Gomperz, Heiberg, and Jori. Jouanna prints the reading of A ("l'art contraint 
d'abord le phlegme, humeur innée, à verser du pus ..."). It is difficult to decide between 
the two readings. Nevertheless, rrdov is better suited to the context, as Jouanna observes 
(1988b.266-67), and while the innate heat becomes particularly important in post- 
Hippocratic medicine, it tends to be visible more in its actions than in name in the early 
medical writings (see below, chapter 4, n.51). Jones omits the phrase as a gloss, supplying 
vo as the implied object of pikčerau. 

12 TE TUOTIAG A Moor (7t in ras. M2) I2 Corn. (Bas.): àruoxíac I: v àrucxíac Ald. Jouanna 
prints te miotiac and translates “les diagnostics sûrs exigent plus de temps,” arguing that 
“dans chaque cas, la conviction (miotas) est longue à se faire" (1988b.268). This reading 
is preferable to the one given by Jones (“disbelief in this information is prolonged," 
printing amtotiac), given the discussion at Art. 11 (Li 6.20 = 238,7-9 Jouanna). 

13 The chapter is peppered with legal language. Nature is forced, like a slave, to provide 
evidence: see comparanda and bibliography at von Staden 2007b.46 n.39. On the 
“deceitful” body, see H. King 1998.40—53. 

14 Despite medicine's advances, “[sc. these diseases] require more labor and more time 
than if they were seen by the eyes to be known” (lietā rAeíovoc uèv yàọ rtóvov Kai où 
uev éAácoovoc xoóvou 1) El tolov ópOaApotctv. EwEato, yweooketat, 11, Li 6.20 = 
237,9-11 Jouanna). 

15 On the phusis of the disease, see Aff. 25 (Li 6.236 — 46 Potter); Epid. I 23 (Li 2.668-70, 
ch. 10 = 199,9-200,2 Kühlewein); Prog. 1 (Li 2.112 = 194,3-5 Alex). On the character of 
the disease, see also Epid. III 16 (Li 3.100-102 — 232,7-19 Kühlewein; cf. Dieb. iudic. 1 [Li 
9.298]); Epid. VI 8.14 (Li 5.348 — 178,4-8 Manetti-Roselli), 8.24 (Li 5.352 — 186,1-2 
Manetti-Roselli); Mul. I 17 (Li 8.56). On dunamis, see below, pp. 134-35. 

16 It was for many years a scholarly commonplace that the medical writers, or at least the 
genuinely “Hippocratic” ones, were interested primarily in prognosis, attaching little or no 
importance to diagnosis. Littré decisively shaped the idea in modern criticism: see Lonie 
1978.77-92. For its fate since Littré: Thivel 1981.39-67; Langholf 1990.12-36. The 
tenacity of the opposition between prognosis and diagnosis can be credited to the fact that 
it dovetails with ideas about rival schools at Cos and Cnidos: the Coans, who privilege 
"dynamic" disease concepts, ostensibly prefer prognosis, while the (inferior) Cnidians, 
committed to “ontological” disease concepts, favor diagnosis. On “ontological” and 
“physiological” concepts of disease, see Temkin 1963, who cautions against polarizing the 
two approaches. The gradual disappearance of the Cos-Cnidos binary has made it possible 
to see how much diagnosis and prognosis involve one another, a point stressed by Grmek 
1989.292-94; see also Lichtenthaeler 1963.48; Thivel 1981.55-56. Nevertheless, 
interpretations of the symptom do depend on context, with the result that the division 
between prognostic and diagnostic functions remains useful; see also di Benedetto 
1986.97-100; Langholf 1997-2004. 

17 While I do not discuss the surgical treatises in detail, complications are understood there 
on the basis of a humoral logic shared with other treatises. The nosological treatises are 
best represented by On Diseases I-IV [note: these texts do not constitute a series, but are by 
different authors, as is the case with other numbered titles], Internal Affections, On 
Affections, Diseases of Women I-III, and On Places in a Human Being; see also On the Nature 
of a Human Being, Regimen in Acute Diseases, with Appendix. The prognostic function is best 
seen in the seven Epidemics, Prognostic, Prorrhetic I and II, Coan Prognoses, and Aphorisms. 


On points of contact between Prognostic and the Epidemics, see Li 2.588-89; Vust-Mussard 
1970; Robert 1975; Langholf 1983; 1990.159-64, 222-31; Jouanna 2000.lxiv-lxviii. There 
is a relatively high number of proofs in On Diseases IV and On Generation/On the Nature of 
the Child, On the Sacred Disease, On Breaths, and On Ancient Medicine—all texts that were 
probably intended for epideictic performance. 

18 Symptoms can, for example, indicate imminent death or recovery in the nosological 
treatises, though this function is not systematic there: e.g., Int. 39 (Li 7.262 — 200 Potter); 
Morb. II 16 (Li 7.30 — 150,16-151,1 Jouanna); Morb. III 2 (Li 7.120 — 70,22-23 Potter), 
with Langholf 1990.61-68. Conversely, one finds diagnostic uses of the symptom in 
primarily prognostic contexts: e.g., Epid. I 25 (Li 2.676 — 200,22-201,17 Kühlewein); 
Prog. 8 (Li 2.130-32 = 203,8-204,8 Alex); Prorrh. II 17 (Li 9.42-44 = 258 Potter). 

19 In the next two chapters, I assume that the extant medical texts share a set of basic ideas 
about the body and the disease process. I indicate variation where it is salient to my 
argument. 

2 Scholarship on the relationship of etiology to symptoms and treatment has been 
entangled in the Cos-Cnidus debate. Lonie 1965a argues that the “Cnidian” treatises (for 
him, On Affections, Diseases I-III, Internal Affections) share an etiological system derived 
from the lost Cnidian Sayings. Cf. Jouanna 1974, arguing for a gradual homogenization of 
causal factors within the Cnidian treatises (Lonie's “Cnidian” works plus the gynecological 
writings). Jouanna does not eliminate etiology from what he argues is the earliest strand 
(= Diseases II 12-75) but argues that humoral explanation is fully present only in the later 
texts. Grensemann 1975 independently identifies Diseases II 12-75 as the most archaic 
layer of texts, together with chapters from the gynecological treatises ("Schicht A"), and 
also argues for etiological development (1975.55-56). Note, however, that even in the 
archaic layer, treatment is still directed toward factors inside the body (blood, water), and 
Mansfeld 1980.381-88 rightly argues that stronger theoretical presuppositions are 
suggested by the treatment in Diseases II 12-75 than Jouanna and others, such as Bourgey 
1953, allow. On these presuppositions, see also Joly 1966; Thivel 1981.67-90; Langholf 
1990.52-72. 

21 Aff. 2 (Li 6.210 = 8 Potter). 

22 On hAéyua, “phlegm,” perhaps derived from dAéyw (to inflame), see Jouanna 1974.92- 
108; Mansfeld 1980.388-90; Lonie 1981.277-79; Thivel 1981.306-7; Thomas 2000.36. 
References to xoAn, “bile,” are found as early as the seventh century: [Archil.] fr. 234 
(W2); Hipponax fr. 73.3 (W2). See also Guardasole 2000.118-30, reviewing the evidence 
from tragedy. On the relationship between xóAoc (anger) and xoAn, see W. Smith 
1966.555-56; Langholf 1990.37-40. On the concept of xívroic, “agitation”: Lonie 
1965a.27-28; Jouanna 1974.143-48, 238, 350. 

23 In On Affections, etiology follows therapy so that the symptom (“if pains befall the 
head") is aligned with therapeutic action expressed as an imperative (“warm his head by 
washing it with copious hot water") before its specific origins are explained. But texts vary 
in how these components—etiology, treatment, and symptoms—are arranged. Moreover, 
although symptomatology is the only constant, the organization of symptoms varies: see 
Lonie 1965a.3; Wittern 1987.74-82; Langholf 1990.55-72; Potter 1990, esp. 240-42; 
Roselli 1990. 

24 On the phrase “y happens when [dtav, ēretwdv, ónótav, or genitive absolute] x 
happens”: see, e.g., Aff. 23 (Li 6.234 = 42 Potter); Loc. 9 (Li 6.290-92 = 46,30-31 Craik), 
12 (Li 6.296 = 52,1-2 Craik); Morb. II 9 (Li 7.16 = 140,7-9 Jouanna). “If [rjv] x happens, 
y happens": see, e.g., Glan. 7 (Li 8.562 = 117,16-18 Joly). On “y happens on account of 
[dia] x”: see, e.g., VM 11 (Li 1.594 = 131,11 Jouanna). On “y arises from [an] x”: see, 
e.g., Morb. I 14 (Li 6.164 = 36,2 Wittern); with Uno: e.g., Loc. 14 (Li 6.304 = 56,19 
Craik); with èx: e.g., Int. 28 (Li 7.240 = 170 Potter). On “x produces [magéxet] y": see, 
e.g., Vict. III 81 (Li 6.628 = 212,25-26 Joly-Byl). Causal language often accumulates: e.g., 
Aff. 10 (Li 6.218 = 20 Potter): 1] dE votdog yívexau Uno xoAr]c, óxav xwrjOeica NQÒG TA 


OTĀĀYXvA xai tàs ooévac roooicn (the disease arises from bile, when being set in 
motion it falls against the innards and the diaphragm). 

25 In Herodotus, too, the language of proof signals that he is self-consciously making a 
claim (Thomas 2000.193, 195-98 on the medical writers). On the vocabulary of proof in 
the classical period, see G. Lloyd 1966.425-26; 1979.59-125; G. Manetti 1994. 

26 Aer. 9 (Li 2.38-40 — 209,11-210,13 Jouanna); cf. Nat. Hom. 12 (Li 6.62-64 — 198,18- 
200,4 Jouanna). See Diller 1932.17-19 for an analysis of a similar argument in ch. 8 of 
Airs. 

27 For other proofs, see Aer. 20 (Li 2.72-74 = 235,8-236,7 Jouanna); Carn. 4 (Li 8.588—90 
— 191,7-12 Joly), 8 (Li 8.594 — 193,20-23 Joly); Flat. 12 (Li 6.108-10 — 119,11-120,10 
Jouanna); Genit./Nat. Puer. 8 (Li 7.480-82 — 50,12-14 Joly), 18 (Li 7.502-4 — 62,19- 
63,1 Joly), 29 (Li 7.530 — 77,19-78, 9 Joly); Glan. 4 (Li 8.558 — 115,18 Joly), 17 (Li 
8.574 — 122,11-18 Joly); Int. 51 (Li 7.292 — 242 Potter); Morb. IV 56 (Li 7.606-8 — 
120,3-121,22 Joly); Morb. Sacr. 4 (Li 6.368 = 12,17-20 Jouanna); Mul. I 71 (Li 8.150); 
Nat. Hom. 7 (Li 6.46-50 — 182,4-186,12 Jouanna); Steril. 233 (Li 8.446); VM 17 (Li 1.612 
— 141,15-142,5 Jouanna). 

28 On the circularity involved here (the assumed cause explains the phenomenon, the 
phenomenon proves the cause), see Vegetti 1976.48-51; Lonie 1981.85; Langholf 
1990.221-22; Perilli 1991.163; G. Manetti 1993.46—47. 

29 Aph. IV.78 (Li 4.530 — 156 Jones); Mul. I 12 (Li 8.48); Epid. V 64 (Li 5.242 — 29,7-10 
Jouanna; cf. Epid. VII 60 [Li 5.426 = 87,14-17 Jouanna]). 

30 E.g., Artic. 19 (Li 4.132 = 142,20-143,1 Kühlewein; cf. Mochl. 9 [Li 4.354 = 252,15-17 
Kühlewein]), 20 (Li 4.134 — 143,4-5 Kühlewein; cf. Mochl. 10 [Li 4.354 — 252,20-21 
Kühlewein]); Fract. 42 (Li 3.552 — 105,9-12 Kühlewein). 

31 For paivopau, e.g., Acut. Sp. 23 (Li 2.440, ch. 9 = 79,9 Joly); Epid. II 3.17 (Li 5.118 = 
64 Smith); Epid. VII 83 (Li 5.438 — 98,1 Jouanna); Prog. 2 (Li 2.116 — 196,3 Alex), 25 (Li 
2.190 = 231,3 Alex); Mul. I 4 (Li 8.26 = 96,28-98,1 Grensemann); Mul. II 118 (Li 8.254), 
128 (Li 8.274); Nat. Mul. 74 (Li 7.404 = 75,2 Bourbon); Prorrh. II 26 (Li 9.58 = 274 
Potter), 35 (Li 9.66 = 282 Potter); Superf. 18 (Li 8.486 = 80,9 Lindau). For meodatvopau 
Aer. 8 (Li 2.34 — 205,8 Jouanna); Iudic. 4 (Li 9.276), 35 (Li 9.286); Mul. II 129 (Li 8.276); 
Nat. Mul. 36 (Li 7.378 — 52,14 Bourbon), 40 (Li 7.384 — 57,7 Bourbon); Prorrh. II 21(Li 
9.50 = 264 Potter). For ëmbpaivouar Aph. 1.12 (Li 4.464 = 104 Jones), IV.72 (Li 4.528 
— 154 Jones); Coac. 340 (Li 5.656), 524 (Li 5.704); Epid. 1 16 (Li 2.648, ch. 8 — 193,14 
Kühlewein); Epid. II 1.6 (Li 5.74 = 20 Smith), 3.1 (Li 5.100 = 46 Smith), 3.17 (Li 5.116 
= 62 Smith); Epid. IV 56 (Li 5.196 = 148 Smith); Hum. 4 (Li 5.482 = 70 Jones); Mul. I 28 
(Li 8.72); Mul. TI 61 (Li 8.124); Prorrh. II 14 (Li 9.38 = 254 Potter); Steril. 217 (Li 8.418), 
245 (Li 8.458); Superf. 1 (Li 8.476 — 72,11 Lindau), 29 (Li 8.494 — 86,8 Lindau). For 
èupaivopar Nat. Mul. 53 (Li 7.394 = 66,13 Bourbon). For the language of visibility in 
the Babylonian medical texts, see Stol 1993.12, with nn.63-64. Symptoms can also be 
paired with neutral verbs or presented through parataxis, compositional features that are 
consonant with the catalog structure and brachylogy of many medical texts, on which, see 
Lonie 1983; W. Smith 1983; G. Miller 1990; Humphreys 1996.8-9; van der Eijk 1997.102- 
6. 

32 See, e.g., Int. 9 (Li 7.188 = 100 Potter): toUtw dE yvoor; Loc. 10 (Li 6.294 = 48,33- 
50,2 Craik): T6 čori yryvwoxeiv; Morb. II 61 (Li 7.94 = 200,12-13 Jouanna): tovto àv 
yvoínc; Morb. Sacr. 15 (Li 6.388 = 27,6-7 Jouanna): yvwoet dE ēkdrega ce; Mul. I 22 
(Li 8.62): yvwon dE twde. These expressions are discussed at di Benedetto 1986.101-2. 
They are particularly common in the gynecological treatises: Mul. I 58 (Li 8.116), 59 (Li 
8.118); Mul. II 150 (Li 8.326); Nat. Mul. 21 (Li 7.340 — 24,2 Bourbon), 22 (Li 7.340 = 
24,9 Bourbon), 49 (Li 7.392 — 64,16 Bourbon); Steril. 215 (Li 8.416), 230 (Li 8.438). Such 
expressions can be combined with semiotic language, e.g., Artic. 10 (Li 4.102 — 126,1-2 
Kühlewein): Ytvookelv dE el ÉKTÉTTUKEV ó BEAXIWV TOLLE xor] tolor ONMELOLOL. 

33 See von Fritz 1943.87 on the absence of inferential reasoning in archaic uses of the verb 


VOELV. 

34 The external catalyst is sometimes called the prophasis, as opposed to the primary or 
necessary cause, e.g., Morb. Sacr. 3 (Li 6.366 = 11,6-9 Jouanna). Rawlings 1975 argued 
that the prophasis (from daivw) is always the visible, external cause; but cf. G. Lloyd 
1979.54 n.231, cautioning against seeing the medical lexicon as too precise; see also 
Jouanna 2002.291-92. 

35 Aer. 1 (Li 2.12 = 186,2-187,4 Jouanna). 

36 Lig. 1 (Li 6.118-20 = 164,19-24 Joly). See also, e.g., Loc. 34 (Li 6.326 = 72,20-22 
Craik). 

37 Morb. IV 34 (Li 7.544-48 = 85,25-87,18 Joly). On ixuác, see Thomas 2000.49-52. 

ss Given that the liver is the subject of the verb àAyéw, the author seems to make a point 
of noting when the person registers the damage to the liver. 

3» Morb. IV 36 (Li 7.552 — 89,21-23 Joly). See also Morb. IV 35 (Li 7.550 — 88,19-22 
Joly); 45 (Li 7. 568 — 99,13-17 Joly). 

40 See R. 10, 609e1-610a3: ēvvoet yag, Tv 0 &yco, © PAavKwv, OTL OVS VTO TG TWV ovcícov 
TLOVIOLAG, Ñ AV T] AVTOV ÈKEÍVWV, eite TAĀCLOTIJG eite GATOOTIJS EÎTE TJTLOOÙV OÙOA, OÙK 
oióueOa óetv oua &nróAAvcOar AAA’ AV LEV ¿uno T] AUTHV TOVIJOLA TOV CLTIWV TH 
ocpatt OWHATOS uoxOnoíav, orjcouev ALTO ðr éxeiva. LTO TS AUTO Kakiag vócov 
ovons &noAÀcAévar UTO dé cwíov movroíac &AAcv Óvtov &AAo ðv TO oca, UT’ 
AAAOTQIOU KAKOŪ Hi] èunomoavtos TO čuþvtov KAKOV, OUDÉTOTE AEWWOOLLEV 
duabOeigeoOat (“For consider, Glaucon,” I said, “that we do not even believe that a body 
would be destroyed by the deficiency belonging to foods, whether it is staleness, 
rottenness, or anything else. But if the foods' own deficiency induces bodily deterioration, 
we will say the body was destroyed through them by its own badness, which is disease. 
But we will never admit that the body is destroyed by the deficiency belonging to foods— 
since they and the body are different things—except when external badness induces the 
natural badness"; trans. Reeve). Plato, however, is working with a slightly different notion 
of what in food induces disease (staleness, rottenness), which can be explained by the fact 
that the body's badness is introduced as an analogy to that of the soul. Whereas, in the 
medical writers, the dunamis of the food is not good or bad absolutely but only relative to 
the strength of the body, Plato needs a more obvious “badness” in order to make the 
analogy with vice (— always bad) work. For the body-soul analogy, see chapter 5 and, on 
Plato, Holmes, forthcoming (b). 

41 Morb. Sacr. 7 (Li 6.372-74 = 14,21-16,23 Jouanna). 

42 See also Morb. I 22 (Li 6.186 = 66,12 Wittern): ótav 6 T) vovooc tupavrījg YÉVNTAL, 
Mul. I 4 (Li 8.28 = 98,10 Grensemann): émtibaivetat xà voorjuaxa; Mul. TI 113 (Li 8.242): 
nv òè ur]kóvr,, TAŪTA TAVTA ¿mi UAAAOV &vOéer xai ór]Àoc 1] vodooc. See further Aph. 
VI.41 (Li 4.572 = 188 Jones); Artic. 41 (Li 4.180 = 166,10-11 Kühlewein); Coac. 275 (Li 
5.644); Epid. V 7 (Li 5.208 — 5,9-11 Jouanna); Loc. 14 (Li 6.306 — 58,23 Craik); Morb. IV 
44 (Li 7.566 — 97,24—98,4 Joly); Vict. 1 2 (Li 6.472 — 126,1 Joly-Byl). 

43 See Nat. Hom. 13 (Li 6.64 = 200,13-14 Jouanna): 60a tæv voonuátwv ¿č OAiyov 
yiveta, Kai dowv at mQoooáctuc EŪYVOOTO, TAŪTA Ot AOPAAËOTATA otv 
noo[o]ayooevec0au (Diseases that develop right away and whose exciting causes are well 
known are the easiest to give an advance account of). Jouanna 2002.290-91 gives good 
reasons for translating && oAtyov in a quantitative sense (“d’un petit dérangement”), but 
the temporal sense is idiomatic enough to seem natural here; it may give the sense that 
diseases that "spring" right away are easier to understand than those that develop over 
time in the cavity. 

44 Lonie 1983.152 (emphasis in original), arguing that, with the rise of literacy, written 
catalogs objectify the disease. See also G. Miller 1990, esp. 35-36. Cf. the reservations 
about a relationship between literacy and ancient science at von Staden 1992c.589-90; 
van der Eijk 1997.93-99 (specifically addressing the hypotheses of Lonie and Miller). On 
the slipperiness of disease concepts, see also Edelstein 1967b.65-66; di Benedetto 


1986.11-34; and the essays in Potter, Maloney, and Desautels 1990. 

45 R. Parker 1983.220; Hankinson 1995a. But see Flat. 6 (Li 6.98 — 110,7 Jouanna) on 
miasmata transmitted by winds, with Jouanna 2001.14-19. See also Hoessly 2001.274-78, 
emphasizing continuities between medical and magico-religious ideas of miasma. By the 
time we reach Galen, the resistance to an idea of contagion is pronounced (Nutton 
1983.14-16; Jouanna 2001.20-27, esp. n.22). On the more clearly delineated adversaries 
of modern medicine, see Sontag 1978.62-66; Horstmanshoff and Rosen 2003.96. 

46 Ontological disease concepts in the “Cnidian” texts: Lonie 1965b.59-60 n.3; 
Boncompagni 1972; Byl 1992.205. Cf. the criticisms of the ontological label in di 
Benedetto 1986.106-10. Langholf 1990.151-52, 162-63 speaks rather of “disease units" in 
the nosological treatises. On the movement of the disease through the inner body, see 
above, n.22, on xívrjoic. 

4; On eidos/idee, see, e.g., Aer. 11 (Li 2.52 — 219,8 Jouanna); Int. 20 (Li 7.214 — 136 
Potter); Morb. IV 57 (Li 7.612 — 124,2-3 Joly); Nat. Hom. 2 (Li 6.36 — 168,8-9 Jouanna), 
with Gillespie 1912.183-90. But cf. Flat. 2 (Li 6.92 = 105,9 Jouanna), where idén is allied 
with the commonalities of diseases (objects of mental vision) and contrasted to 
symptomatic variation (see Jouanna 1988b.132-33). Eidos can still refer to the visible 
body of the patient, as at Oss. 11 (Li 9.182 = 149,12 Duminil), or other seen forms, like a 
bruise (VC 5, Li 3.200-202 = 68,12-13 Hanson), as well as to a patient's constitution 
(Hum. 1, Li 5.476 — 64 Jones; Nat. Hom. 9, Li 6.52 — 188,8 Jouanna). 

48 Ttov Uroģatverau Epid. V 97 (Li 5.256 = 43,9-10 Jouanna; cf. Epid. VII 35 [Li 5.402 
= 73,5 Jouanna], with úneuéveto). 

4» See G. Lloyd 1979.23-24: postmortem examinations were not standard procedure. 

so Epid. V 26 (Li 5.224 = 16,5—7 Jouanna): &vaxyurjOv tò óéopa 67 [őn Jouanna: óru] 
M V] édavn, ¿c to d€ETEOV ETL DATEQA adrjkovoa xai TOOG TOV vedoóv xai TOOG TĀ 
ootéa ÉNNAOE camoír. See Jouanna 2000.138-39 on this passage. Other editors print óraj 
čģāvr) ...: Smith translates “an opening into the peritoneum appeared which led in both 
directions: a rotten channel ran to the kidney and to the bones," which, as Jouanna notes, 
improbably suggests an autopsy. 

sī Parker has likened the kakon eliminated from the body to the polluted matter targeted 
by purifiers (1983.213-16). See also Hoessly 2001.247-313 and esp. von Staden 
2007a.36-38, stressing the specificity of medical katharsis. Niebyl 1969.28-56 discusses 
the difference between a corrupted substance that causes pain and a foreign body. 

52 Órtcoc TEKMAQEITAL TL OPOËV TTEOL &xeívov WV AUTH Ev AUNXAVE TO óoOrvat Tv (Art. 
12, Li 6.24 — 240,15-17 Jouanna), cited above, p. 123. Touch, too, although it allows for 
direct perception of unseen things—the mouth of the womb, for example, can be felt for 
wetness or smoothness (Mul. I 21, Li 8.60 = 118,18-20 Grensemann)—produces evidence 
that must be interpreted. On the vocabulary of touch in the corpus, see Boehm 2003. 

ss On dunamis in the medical writers, see H. Miller 1952; 1959; Plambóck 1964; von 
Staden 1998. On the “verbal” nature of the disease, see also Preiser 1976.60-71; von 
Staden 1990.99-102. 

s4 See Il. 8.294, 13.786-87, 22.20; Od. 2.62, 10.69, 23.128. See also Od. 20.237 and 
21.202, where dunamis is paired with the hands (yvoins x` oin &pr] óovaquc kai eige 
črovrau). On the hand as a symbol of agency, see above, pp. 73-74. 

ss The idea of dunamis in Plato, moreover, resembles that found in medicine (Souilhé 1919; 
von Staden 1998). On the Presocratic evidence, see von Staden 1998.265, with n.16. 

se Dunameis of food and drink: Aff. 47 (Li 6.254 — 70 Potter); Vict. II 39 (Li 6.534 — 162,9 
Joly-Byl). Pharmaka: Aff. 18 (Li 6.228 — 32 Potter). Therapies: Vict. I1 66 (Li 6.586 — 
190,24 Joly-Byl). Body parts: Morb. Sacr. 16 (Li 6.390 = 29,4-5 Jouanna). Bodies: Prog. 1 
(Li 2.112 — 194,4 Alex). I have drawn these examples from the more extensive list at von 
Staden 1998.274-75 nn.6-13. 

s7 In this respect, naturalizing medicine in Greece anticipates what Michael Pollan has 


called “nutritionism” in contemporary Western culture (Pollan 2008). Think, for example, 
of an apple, with its familiar shape and familiar taste. Now think of being told about its 
antioxidant properties. The different relationship to the apple created by the "expert" 
information approximates what may have happened with the rise of naturalizing medicine 
in Greece. 

ss Flat. 3 (Li 6.94 — 106,2-10 Jouanna), 9 (Li 6.104 — 116,2-3 Jouanna). 

so On the epideictic nature of the treatise, see Jouanna 1988b.10-24. 

eo On the blētoi, cf. Coac. 394 (Li 5.672); Morb. II 8 (Li 7.16 = 139,1-140,6 Jouanna), 25 
(Li 7.38-40 = 158,10-159,8 Jouanna); Morb. III 3 (Li 7.120-22 = 72,10-19 Potter). The 
conditions from which these patients suffer vary, however: for discussion of the 
differences, see Mansfeld 1980.374-78; Duminil 1992. 

61 See also, e.g., Epid. VII 11 (Li 5.384 = 60,2 Jouanna): a patient leaps up “as if from a 
blow" (oneg àv èx rnAnyño). 

62 On these concepts—loosening (Avotc), coction (nenaouóc), and expulsion (črko) of 
the damaging humor—see further below, pp. 153-54. 

ss On the expression we èni TO TOĀV, see von Staden 2002. 

64 On this passage, see Noussia 1999, who sees the influence of early naturalizing 
medicine. 

es Aff. 33 (Li 6.244 = 56 Potter); Morb. IV 50 (Li 7.580 = 106,12 Joly); Vict. I 2 (Li 6.472 
— 124,28-126,1 Joly-Byl). 

6 On the body as battlefield: Cambiano 1983.448-51; Vegetti 1983.463-65; von Staden 
1999a; 2007a.22-24. On therapies in the battle against disease, see, e.g., Acut. Sp. 4 (Li 
2.400, ch. 3 = 70,4-5 Joly); Aff. 20 (Li 6.230 = 36 Potter). On the physician or his tools 
as the adversaries of the disease, see von Staden 1990.87-89, 97—99. 

e; VM 22 (Li 1.632 — 152,1-11 Jouanna). 

68 See Aff. 47 (Li 6.256 — 70 Potter); Salubr. 7 (Li 6.82 = 216,12-17 Jouanna, as Nat. 
Hom. 22); Vict. IIl 75 (Li 6.616 = 206,32-34 Joly-Byl), 79 (Li 6.624 = 210,25-27 Joly- 
Byl); Anon. Lond. 5.39—6.4 (8 Diels). See also Vict. I 10 (Li 6.484 = 134,7-8 Joly-Byl): the 
cavity is the “nurse of all creatures suited to it, destroyer of those not suited" (Cewov 
OVEPSEWV TROPÔV, àcvpudóocov dé PO6QOV). 

69 See also Morb. IV 36 (Li 7.552 = 89,26-90,4 Joly). There are some foods, however, such 
as cheese, at VM 20 (Li 1.622 = 147,1-4 Jouanna), that are always hostile to a specific 
stuff in the body. 

7o Bratescu 1990.275, my translation. The Anonymous Londinensis papyrus suggests that 
some thinkers did not see bile and phlegm as part of the healthy body: Thrasymachus of 
Sardis, for example, understood pus, bile, and phlegm as forms of blood corrupted by heat 
or cold (Anon. Lond. 11.42-12.8 = 17-18 Diels). The “Hippocrates” who appears in the 
text believes that “residues” of food left undigested in the cavity turn into pathogenic 
vapors (5.35-6.43 — 10 Diels). 

71 In On Diseases I, suppuration is dealt with at such length (esp. 11-22) that Ermerins 
identifies the treatise as the text negi £urtóxov promised at Aff. 33 (Li 6.244 = 56 Potter). 
On dropsy, which is often fatal, see Skoda 1994.256—57, 263 and the description at Aff. 22 
(Li 6.232-34 = 38-40 Potter): óóeooc dé yivetat TĀ HEV RAEÏOTA, OTAV TIG EK VOUOOU 
pakos àkáðagtos diabéontar roAdv xoóvov pOeigovrai yàg AL TAQKES kaí TTJKOVTAL 
Kai YLVOVTAL Vdwe ... TO dé LdwE VIVETAL OUTWC érteióàv AL oáokec UTO PĀtYHATOG xai 
Xoóvou kai vócou kai &xaOagoínc Kai kakoĝeganeins xai TUEETMV OudO0agocot, 
TKOVTAL Kat ytvovtat LOVO (Dropsy comes about, in most cases, when someone goes on 
for a long time after a lengthy illness in an unclean state; for the fleshes become corrupted, 
melt, and turn to water.... The water in dropsy arises as follows: when the fleshes become 
corrupted as the result of phlegm, the passage of time, disease, lack of cleanliness and bad 
treatment, and fevers, they melt and turn to water). 

72 See Ti. 81e6-86a8, esp. 82e2-83a5. 


73 Morb. I 15 (Li 6.166-68 = 38,5—40,17 Wittern). This author is particularly interested in 
integrating symptoms into a story of what is happening inside the body: *Il n'y a plus deux 
niveaux. Tout se fond chez lui dans un méme langage: l'évidence des processus invisibles 
n'est pas moins forte pour lui que celle des phénoménes visibles" (Jouanna 1974.339). In 
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are lucky, you will create health, but if you fail, the patient suffers that which was likely to 
have happened anyway). 


CHAPTER FOUR 


Signs of Life and Techniques of Taking Care 


The privilege of freedom carries the burden of need and means precarious being. For 
the ultimate condition for the privilege lies in the paradoxical fact that living 
substance, by some original act of segregation, has taken itself out of the general 
integration of things in the physical context, set itself over against the world, and 
introduced the tension of "to be or not to be" into the neutral assuredness of 
existence. 

Hans Jonas 


We master by means of tekhne what we are conquered by in nature. 
Antiphon 


WE HAVE BEEN WATCHING the medical writers interpret symptoms by making 
imaginative leaps into the depths of the physical body. Their patients, however, 
have remained largely at the margins. They take on sharper contours if we turn 
to the case histories gathered in the seven Epidemics, a diverse group of treatises 
written by a number of different authors and dating from the late fifth and early 
to mid-fourth centuries. Here are the last days in the life of one Apellaeus, a 
wrestler who has been ill on and off for two years, as chronicled in Epidemics V. 


Exwv dE TO ouA ĒTIXOĀOV, raAaícac TOAAG, u&Aa EQELYWOE xai TIUQETOS 
&néAape, xai T] VOUOOS èc VUKTA. TH © VOTEQAIN ÉdOKEL LYUJG civar avo, Kat 
TH ÉTÉON. TH 6 éruobor, VUKTI 1] vovcoc énéAafe DEDELTVNKÔTA ATÒ TIOGOTOV 
ÜTVOU Kai eixe THY VUKTA Kal trjv r]uéorv HÉXOL dOQTNOTOU: £Oave TLV 
EUMEOVTOAL ... kai STE SOKEOL StAVATIETAVODAL kõua exe kai ÉQOEYXE kal 
avtic ÉEedéxeto T) vovooc. (Epid. V 22, Li 5.222 = 14,9-15, 17-18 Jouanna) 


Given that he had a bilious body, after much wrestling, he had severe chills, 
fever seized him, and the illness seized him toward night. The next day he 
seemed well to himself, and on the next, too. The following night, after 
dinner, the sickness seized him after his first sleep, and so continued that 
night and the next day until dinner. He died before returning to his senses.... 
And whenever he seemed to get a moment of respite, coma held him, he 


would wheeze, and again the disease would usurp power. 


Apellaeus, at first glance, does not seem so unlike the anonymous patient of On 
Diseases I 15. That patient, we can recall, appears briefly at the moment he 
failed to notice an internal lesion and reappears only when, after a series of 
escalating mishaps, it brings about his death. In a similar way, Apellaeus is 
given two important verbs: “to seem," which, in light of the eventual outcome, 
draws attention to his illusion of health, and “to die."» The disease, on the other 
hand, named three times, controls, with its symptoms, a series of verbs that call 
to mind daemonic violence:s epilambano, “to seize"; ekho, “to take hold"; and 
ekdekhomai, which usually means “to succeed in power," “to usurp."4 Rather 
than explain this language in terms of latent archaism, we can read it in terms 
of the author's shift of focus vis-à-vis the texts examined in the previous 
chapter. Symptoms in this passage mark not so much a series of events inside 
the body as a struggle between two distinct forces, as the final verb, *to usurp," 
drives home. It is not exactly Apellaeus himself pitted against the disease. And 
yet his insistent presence makes it clear what is at stake in this fight: a human 
life. What does it mean to say this life belongs to Apellaeus? 

In this chapter, I explore how an innate tendency toward life emerges in 
medicine's field of vision and how the nature of that life reshapes ideas about 
the person in medicine, as well as in a wider cultural context in the classical 
period. In considering the function of symptoms in prognosis, I argue that, by 
investing the symptom with value (“good” or *bad"), the physician enables it to 
refer not only to an implicit story unfolding in the cavity but also to the 
respective strengths of the agonists battling for control. One of these agonists, as 
the case of Apellaeus vividly illustrates, is the disease. The other is a force that, 
until now, has been blurry and elusive—namely, something in the soma that 
safeguards not only basic functions but also those phenomena and behaviors 
most essential to human nature, including the use of language, mental lucidity, 
and individual appearance. As this vital force emerges with greater clarity, we 
will see that the origins of the embodied subject in medicine are located in the 
same mysterious place from which symptoms arise. 

In the latter part of the chapter, I demonstrate how physiological concepts of 
the human interact with the idea of technical agency, that is, strategies of 
manipulating the physical body informed by expert knowledge. I sketch out two 
positions of knowledge vis-à-vis the physical body, that of the patient and that 
of the physician, and explore how the technical agency identified with the 
physician informs the patient's relationship to his body. For if the patient's 
ignorance about the physical body makes him more vulnerable to its instability, 
medicine, with the knowledge it offers, enables him to exercise control over the 
flux in which he is riskily embedded. Indeed, in some quarters the care of the 
soma has become an urgent task by the end of the fifth century, coloring the 
impersonal world of the cavity with ethical meaning. That urgency goes a long 
way toward explaining why medicine comes to the forefront of debates about 
how to define human nature, as well as how to protect it. 


THE PROGNOSTIC SYMPTOM: FORCES OF LIFE AND DEATH 


Symptoms, as we have seen, respond to different kinds of questions in medical 
writing. If we want to understand how they work in prognosis, we can begin by 
looking at a case from Prognostic that covers the same ground as On Diseases I 
15.5 Both treatises share the idea that bile and phlegm, if not evacuated from 
places where they have accumulated in excess, will putrefy. The technical terms 
that we find in Prognostic, such as to empuema, he ekpuesis, and hoi empuoi, 
confirm, in fact, that concern about suppuration is common in naturalizing 
medicine and, indeed, by the fourth century, in the wider public exposed to it: 
the speaker in Demosthenes' Against Conon, for example, recounts being told by 
his physician that, absent a spontaneous hemorrhage of blood (xá0agoic 
atuaroc avtouatn), he would have died empuos (54.12). Yet, unlike the 
author of On Diseases I, the author of Prognostic is not interested in describing 
the process of suppuration. Instead, he uses symptoms to predict whether the 
patient will live or die and when.; The prognosis begins pessimistically: if 
suppuration begins on the seventh day of the disease, while the patient is still 
coughing up bilious stuff, death will arrive on the fourteenth. Following this 
damning pronouncement, however, we find a conditional clause that opens up 
another outcome: the patient will die unless a good symptom supervenes. The 
opening up of temporally circumscribed possibilities, together with the promise 
of navigating them, brings us to the prognostic symptom. 

One of the defining characteristics of prognosis in classical medical writing 
is that it designates specific zones of the body and classes of phenomena, such 
as the patient's urine, breathing, and posture, as particularly meaningful. The 
physician assigns meaning—and, more specifically, value—to these phenomena 
on the basis of what they communicate about a desired end, that is, recovery: 
white, smooth, homogeneous urine is a good sign; cold breath is a fatal one.s 
Typically, a single symptom is not sufficient to predict an outcome, unless that 
outcome is a single dramatic event like a hemorrhage or a spasm.» More often, 
symptoms are part of a group of signs realized in different bodily zones, not 
only synchronically, but also diachronically, at critical times over the course of 
days and weeks.io Therefore, if the physician wishes to make a prognosis, he 
needs to evaluate a specific set of signs vis-à-vis one another, taking into 
account both the good and the bad.:: 

To make these kinds of evaluations, the physician may have relied on a text 
like Prognostic. One of the author's basic assumptions is that all acute diseases 
(i.e., diseases that come to a "decision" at specific times) unfold as predictable 
clusters of events.12 


eV HEVTOL xor] eióévau negi TE TWV TEKUNQIWV kai TWV AAAGV ONLELWV kai 
ui] AavOdvew Ott Ev mavri ÉTEL KAL THOT, XVOT)13 TA TE KAKA KAKOV TL 
cnpaívet xai TĀ XONOTA Ayadov, érei Kat èv AiBUN Kat èv ANAw kai èv 
LKvOnor daivetar ta mooyeyoapuéva AANOEVOVTA oNLELA. ED OÙV XOT) 
eldévat OTL EV tolol AVTOLOL XwEeioLoLV OVdEV DELVOV TO uù oUxi TA 
ToAAaTtAdow  ÉMITUYXAVELV, Hv ÉKUAOGV tic AUTA xoívewv TE Kai 
tkAoyičeodai OQO@c èniotntar nobeiv dE xoi] ovóevóoc voorjuacoc 
TOUVOLLA, OTL Hi} TUYXAaAVEL EVOASE yeyoaLuHēvov. ĀTAVTA yaQ OKOJA èv 
TOLOL XQOVOLOL TOLOL TIQOELQNMEVOLOL KQLVETAL YVWOT] TOLOLV AUTOLOL 
onpeiotot (Prog. 25, Li 2.188-90 = 230,11-231,8 Alex) 


Certainly it is necessary to know about the indices and the other signs and not 
overlook the fact that in every season and in every land bad signs signify 
something bad and beneficial ones something good, since the aforementioned 
signs prove to be true in Libya and in Delos and in Scythia. One must know, 
then, that there is nothing strange in the fact that someone hits upon the truth 
in the same regions in the majority of cases, if he, having learned them 
thoroughly, knows how to judge and calculate the signs correctly. And one 
ought not regret the absence of the name of any disease, because it is not 
written here. For you will know by the same signs all those diseases that come 
to a crisis at the times I have stated. 


The expression “you will know x by y," familiar from chapter 3, here designates 
a startlingly vast field of knowledge to be targeted by a limited group of 
symptoms, namely, all acute diseases.14 Of course, in practice, there is always 
the threat that symptoms will appear in a manner “entirely disordered, 
irregular, and uncritical” (rt&vu ataktwso xai rerAavruévoc xai AKOITOG, 
Epid. 1 8, Li 2.626 — 187,17-18 Kühlewein). Still, the alpha-privative adverbs 
in this passage, in capturing what is lost, recall what prognosis seeks: the 
organization of phenomena into a limited number of sequences with 
circumscribed outcomes. 

Returning to the shifting mélange of phenomena at Prognostic 15, we can see 
how symptoms are weighed in practice. Recall that if empyema forms on the 
seventh day, death arrives on the fourteenth, unless something good (e.g., easy 
respiration, painlessness) happens. Having specified these good signs, the 
author predicts that, should all of these signs occur, the patient will survive; if 
only some of them occur, the patient will live another fourteen days, then die at 
some point after. He goes on to catalog the bad symptoms, a mirror image of 
the good ones: if one of them appears and the patient is still coughing up the 
wrong kind of stuff, he will die within fourteen days, on the ninth or eleventh 
day. Symptoms, then, can both confirm dangerous tendencies and mitigate, at 
least temporarily, signs of trouble.15 In another case, trouble is averted only 
after part of the body has been sacrificed: 


TV yàg EVTETĒVG HEQWV PALVIJTAL TO KAKOV T) kal ÀAAO TL x&v rtegteotuccov 
ONHEÏWV TIQOS TOUTOLOLV ĒTIŠELKVŪT, TO VOONHA àc ATOOTAOLV TOÉTEOB OU, 
cote TOV LEV &vOQomov neotyevéo0au TA SE HEAAVOEVTA TOV OHUATOS 
Anoneoeīv. (Prog. 9, Li 2.132-34 = 205,3-7 Alex) 


For if the patient appears to be easily bearing the bad thing, or if another of 
those signs indicating recovery in addition to those just described should show 
itself, it is likely that the disease will turn to apostasis, with the result that the 
patient will survive, although he will lose whatever parts of the body were 
blackened. 


Here, initial signs of defeat are called into question by conflicting signs that 
signal a twofold outcome: the patient survives; the affected part, the foot or the 
finger, does not. 

Thus far, I have been vague about what is threatening the patient. In the 
passage just cited, the patient is bearing the “bad thing” (although, immediately 


after this, the author refers to the disease).:& What is this bad thing? More 
specifically, does the author's understanding of the bad thing influence how he 
thinks about the connection between the prognostic symptom and the outcome 
it predicts? The question is important. For years, scholars have held up 
Prognostic, together with the Epidemics, as a model of clinical observation, that 
is, an accumulation of empirical data uninformed by theories of cause and, 
hence, unencumbered by fantastic ideas about the body.:; The positivist 
characterization of prognosis, however, has been challenged in recent decades, 
particularly by Volker Langholf, who has demonstrated in detail how treatises 
oriented toward prognosis and case study incorporate and extend many of the 
theoretical presuppositions evident in the nosological treatises.:s His 
conclusions suggest that ideas about how disease forms remain relevant to the 
meaning of prognostic symptoms, despite the importance of outcomes. 

Consider the hope in Prognostic 9 that the disease will turn to apostasis. The 
texts we have do not provide a neat definition of apostasis, nor do they always 
communicate confidence about how it works: the author of Epidemics IV, having 
ventured some generalizing remarks, concludes, “but I do not really know” (25, 
Li 5.168 = 120 Smith). Nevertheless, physicians tend to recognize apostasis, 
essentially the isolation and expulsion of corrupted humors, when they “see” it, 
whether in symptoms such as varicose veins or nosebleeds, or through more 
complex calculations—for example, if a fever lasts more than twenty days in a 
patient showing signs of recovery, an apostasis is expected.:» If apostasis is going 
to be beneficial, the peccant material needs to be cooked or “concocted,” a 
condition particularly evident in the stuffs that exit the orifices—hence, the 
heightened attention to effluvia in the prognostic calculus. 20 Evidence of coction 
thus signifies a swift crisis and the recovery of health, whereas “raw” 
evacuations foretell a long illness, death, or relapse.»: 

Given how important coction and apostasis are to the meaning of the 
prognostic symptom, it seems fair to conclude that it does, indeed, refer to 
something happening inside the body.» Yet the prognostic sign goes beyond 
single events or localized trouble. Having cataloged the bad types of urine, the 
author of Prognostic concludes, “Do not be fooled if the bladder produces these 
kinds of urine when it is diseased, for this will be a sign not of the whole body 
[tov óAov oœuaros onpetov] but only of the bladder itself” (Prog. 12, Li 2.142 
= 210,1-3 Alex).23 If we think back to the explanation of bladder stones in Airs, 
Waters, Places, it was precisely signs of the bladder that the author sought.24 
What, then, does it mean to seek a sign of the whole body? 

One way to approach the question is to imagine that in prognosis the 
referential field of the symptom expands. By endowing symptoms with value 
(good or bad), the physician binds them both to forces operating inside the 
body and to the outcome of their struggle. 

The physician engaged in prognosis, however, does not simply register the 
presence of the disease and its opponent as active forces. Rather, by interpreting 
symptoms in this way he participates in a process through which these forces 
are objectified within medicine's field of vision. Prognosis, in other words, turns 
forces of life and death into things that the physician can see. These forces 
become particularly vivid through their polarization: good signs are x, y, z; bad 


signs are “the opposites of these things" (tavavtia tobtwv).2: Even when the 
symptomatic portrait is more complex, indicating a protracted illness or a mixed 
outcome, simply pitting good symptoms against bad strengthens the sense of a 
struggle between two hidden antagonists. In the prognostic context, then, 
disease is conceptualized less as an incremental process that fragments and 
redistributes verbal agency, as we saw in chapter 3, and more as a full-fledged 
actor capable of exerting a power over the patient that mimics a god's intention 
to harm. Perhaps even more important, prognosis creates the perception of a 
vital dunamis in the soma that resists the disease. In fact, one of the most 
important things for physicians to know in Prognostic is how much a given 
disease exceeds the dunamis of bodies (Okdoov úno tiv ðúvauív eictv xiv 
oOwpätwv).2 In the prognostic context, the dunamis of the body is closely 
associated with a specific end, namely the recovery of health. We could thus 
describe it as teleological (without assuming the Aristotelian baggage of that 
word).27 By recognizing the teleological energy of the physical body, we expand 
our understanding of how it becomes visible. Although bodily health is often 
signified through the absence of pain, prognostic symptoms allow the tendency 
toward life and growth in that body to appear as an active force. By examining 
how this tendency registers perceptibly, we can better grasp how the dynamics 
of physicality are reshaping the terrain of the person in this period. 


FRAGILE LIFE 


The medical writers see the physical body's vital tendencies behind two 
different types of good signs. On the one hand, the physician looks for evidence, 
particularly in bodily effluvia, that the raw stuff of disease has been cooked and 
conquered. Such a defeat restages on a grand scale the little victory the cavity 
achieves each time it breaks down incoming food.»s At the same time, whereas, 
in health, we infer victory from our feeling of well-being, in acute diseases, 
good signs are often specific to the disease context and, hence, intelligible to 
specialists alone: only a physician, for example, would know that a burst tumor, 
which signals an apostasis, is a good sign.» 

On the other hand, symptoms are positive if they uphold the norms of 
health.so If disease exaggerates the natural heterogeneity of the physical body, 
the physician knows that internal differences have been tamed when he sees 
effluvia that are homokhroa, “uniform in color," and homala, *consistent.”31 He 
infers that the integrity of the body has been restored not only from the coction 
of physical stuffs but also from signs that belong to the public self, such as 
comportment, affect, and speech. These latter signs have been classified by 
some historians of medicine as “picturesque” observations, rather than what a 
modern physician would recognize as genuine clinical signs.s2 Yet, when a 
medical writer says that a patient holds his limbs anomalos, “askew,” he is using 
the same vocabulary that he uses to talk about the humors, suggesting that he 
sees “picturesque” symptoms on a continuum with the more concretely physical 
ones.:s In both cases, he is trying to determine the degree to which the patient 
resembles a healthy person. If a writer deems certain postures for the sick 
(reclining on the right or left side, with arms, neck, and legs slightly bent, and 


the whole body relaxed) best, it is because they are *most similar to those of the 
healthy” (ai époiérator tot t&v Dyiuvóvtov, Prog. 3, Li 2.118 = 197,8 
Alex).s It is a good sign if someone sleeps through the night and is awake 
during the day, “just as is habitual for us and in accordance with nature" 
(onego kai xaxa vow uiv £ovnOéc otv, Prog. 10, Li 2.134 = 205,9 
Alex).s5 The physician thus seeks normative signs of health beyond the effluvia, 
where coction is most evident. 

In fact, some of the weightiest symptoms in prognosis are those that strike 
the major sites of the person qua social agent—delirium, aphonia, glossolalia, 
the loss of motor control. We can credit the significance of these symptoms in 
part to their immediate, intuitive intelligibility. The spectacle of a person 
"seized" by pain or biting his own tongue does not simply express his struggle 
with an amorphous, impersonal disease but powerfully dramatizes that 
struggle.s At the same time, the patient who cannot move or stop moving 
because of pain, or the patient who cannot stop weeping, or the patient 
deliriously beside himself is not simply enacting failed coction in the idioms of 
the volitional, the emotional, and the cognitive.s7 Rather, whether the patient 
has control over these faculties matters deeply to his survival. Delirious speech, 
for example, can be a fatal sign in Prognostic, perhaps because, as the verb 
allophasso—a Hippocratic hapax legomenon that Galen glosses as "speaking one 
thing at one time, another at another" (èk xv &AAote pāoketv &AAa)— 
suggests, it is incoherence of the highest order.:s Indeed, the voice appears to be 
one of the most significant expressions of vital force. Its “release” can coincide 
with the triumph of the person's phusis, while the loss of articulation often 
signals further complications. Silvia Montiglio is only slightly exaggerating 
when she calls aphonia "the defining symptom of the otherwise undefinable 
[sic] state of ‘dying’ " in medical writing.»» Conversely, the voice is established 
at the most critical stage in child development in Epidemics II: once it appears, 
ischus, “strength,” and the mastery of the hands follow, “nature being like 
speech" (1) yao bvoic TH pūtyčei óuoín, 6.4, Li 5.134 = 82 Smith).40 

The face, too, which, “like a mirror, reveals what an individual is and what 
he stands for" in archaic poetry, is one of the richest semiotic zones in 
prognosis.41 The significance of the face is particularly clear in the famous facies 
Hippocratica. The author of Prognostic exhorts the physician preparing to make 
an initial prognosis to examine the patient's face in order to determine “if it 
resembles those of healthy people" (ei óuoióv ¿oti totor t&v bywuvóvrov, 2, Li 
2.112 — 194,11 Alex). But the healthy face here is not only a generic 
phenomenon. The physician is also instructed to see to what degree the patient 
resembles his usual self: this resemblance is the best sign, while "the greatest 
divergence from it is the most fearsome” (tò 5à &vavtwoxaxov TOV Ónoíov 
detvotatov, 2, Li 2.114 = 194,12-13 Alex), unless it can be blamed on 
insomnia or hunger.4» For other prognostic signs, too, the physician must rely 
on more precise norms to determine what can be considered “paralogical,” on 
the principle articulated in Prorrhetic II that both diseases and patients have 
specific ēthea, “characters,” that have to be learned before prognosis. For 
example, exposing a bit of the whites of the eyes when they are closed in sleep, 
or lying on one's belly, or grinding one's teeth are all bad signs unless these are 


habitual behaviors. Likewise, an insolent reply from a usually well-mannered 
person portends ill.46 

Prognostic signs, then, are not limited to effluvia or other phenomena 
obviously associated with the physical body but are regularly located at the 
nodes of personal identity. Because treatises like Prognostic and the Epidemics 
invest these nodes with so much meaning, a number of scholars have praised 
them for recognizing the patient as an individual.«7 The individual may no 
longer pass muster as a transhistorical category. Nevertheless, it is evident that 
phenomena appropriated as good signs in prognosis are drawn from a group of 
behaviors and characteristics that together constitute the "social, regularized, 
embodied, and therefore visible phenomenon" of self-presentation in the 
archaic Greek world. In early Greek poetry, as we saw in chapter 1, these 
phenomena often stand in, catachrestically, for something more fleeting, 
namely character. Theognis, for example, “often treats ethos as something 
visible but ephemeral, a quality of mind that can be read by the attentive 
observer on the face and in the deportment of his fellow citizens." By 
assigning semiotic weight to normative behaviors, particularly those through 
which identity was traditionally realized in public space, physicians appropriate 
these phenomena as expressions of a vital force working in the body, a force at 
the core of their physicalized model of both human nature and more 
individualized natures. 

Still, like the disease, this vital force is half-disclosed, half-created by 
phenomena. As a result, it is hard to say what exactly it is.» Symptoms like 
paralysis or madness could be traced, like unconcocted effluvia, to the defeat of 
the body's innate heat, but this innate heat is only rarely mentioned.s1 Similarly, 
although the medical writers could see as well as anyone that breath is 
necessary to life, it is a principle of primary importance in only a handful of 
treatises.s2 And while psukhē has been seen as one of the most important “life- 
force" words in the fifth century, it is rather rare in the medical writers, 
particularly with this connotation.ss If we wish to give a name to the principle 
of flourishing that the medical writers see expressed through physical bodies— 
and it is worth stressing that not all of them feel the need to name this principle 
—phusis may be our best choice.s In On Generation/On the Nature of the Child, 
the principle that guides the creation of a human being, described on analogy 
with the development of plants, is called phusis.ss Phusis can designate, too, the 
structure that stabilizes the organism and is sustained through maturity: to 
study the phusis of a human being in On Regimen, for example, is to examine not 
only what he is made of originally but also the constituent stuffs that are 
dominant in health.ss One medical writer identifies the starting point of 
medicine with the phusis of the soma.s; Phusis can also name the force behind 
the body's automatism. In a passage from Epidemics VI, phusis is credited with 
the production of tears, ear wax, and saliva, as well as yawning, coughing, and 
sneezing: phusis is responsive to changes in the body, too, discovering how to 
adapt on its own, without thought (ovk èx duavoinc).ss 

If we align the vital force of the body with phusis, however, the struggle 
staged by the prognostic calculus grows complicated. After all, if the physician 
uses individual norms to evaluate certain phenomena (e.g., emaciation, 


ruddiness) as deviant or not, he can also use them to determine how and, 
indeed, whether a given disease will unfold in a given person. In other words, 
individual natures not only oppose the disease but also inform its expression. 
The author of On Regimen in Acute Diseases chides his colleagues for failing to 
recognize how phusis and hexis, “habit,” influence the form taken by a disease in 
a given patient.s» But many of them do, indeed, note these factors. The authors 
of the Epidemics, in particular, often treat distinguishing features of the patient, 
such as age, sex, and physical characteristics, as relevant to the disease.6o The 
author of Airs, Waters, Places systematically catalogs the relationships between 
bodily types, eidea, which he attributes to whole populations (e.g., Scythian, 
Phasian), environmental conditions, and recurrent diseases. And recall that the 
author of Epidemics V, in narrating the death of Apellaeus, made special 
mention of the patient's bilious body. 

In this last case, one of the body's constituent stuffs has come to color its 
normal form, rather than emerging solely through disease. In this light, disease 
no longer appears to be alien to the person but, rather, an exaggeration of his 
nature. In Epidemics I and III, too, we find diseases habitually correlated with 
constitutions. One class of sufferers has a phusis that "tends toward the 
consumptive” (čogertev ń þúo Emi TO hOivwdec, Epid. I 2, Li 2.604-6 = 
181,17-18 Kūhlewein).61 Those with sanguine and melancholic constitutions are 
liable to fall prey to fevers, phrenitis, and dysenteries.62 These tendencies are on 
occasion identified as hereditary, strengthening the notion that every phusis 
carries within it the seeds of its perversion.ss Whether this perversion is 
expressed depends on changing conditions in the soma: the interaction of hot 
and cold, bile and phlegm, fire and water, and so on. 

By explaining both symptoms and norms in terms of interaction between a 
nature and contingent conditions, the medical writers do more than trace 
daemonic transformations, such as the epileptic's rolling eyes or his sudden bolt 
from bed, to the uncanny workings of the physical body. They also infect the 
very idea of human nature with the unreliability of the humors, whose 
neutrality in the game of life and death is related to the labile nature of physical 
stuffs. What this means is that phusis, however much it is oriented toward life, 
emerges in medicine's field of vision as changeable and, hence, untrustworthy. 

In the Republic, Plato has Socrates observe that it is not sufficient for a body 
to just be a body. Bodies “need something else" (rooočeīrai tivos), and it is for 
this reason that the medical tekhne was discovered (R. 1, 341e1-6). Although 
the medical writers differ from one another in many respects, the body that 
they see is, indeed, dependent on tekhne for its well-being. We can see this 
dependence perhaps most clearly in the revisiting of medicine's discovery in the 
treatise On Ancient Medicine, where the difficulties created by an unstable body 
are compounded by the difficulty of knowing what it needs. 


ON ANCIENT MEDICINE AND THE DISCOVERY OF HUMAN NATURE 


On Ancient Medicine is the most deliberate and ardent defense we have of 
medicine's stake in the question, What is a human being?64 Of course, the need 
to advance such a defense presupposes rivals. The oblique appearance that these 


rivals make in the treatise provides invaluable evidence of the lively, fifth- 
century intellectual milieu that had sprung up around new kinds of 
“anthropological” inquiry.«s 


Aéyovot dé TivEeg Kai intooi xai GOPIOTAL WS ovx ein OUVATOV IMNTEKTJV 
eldévat OOTIG ur] oldev O TL &oxiv AVOQWTIOC, AAA xovxo DEL KATALADELV TOV 
HēAAovra 6900 Oeoarteboew TOUS AVOQWTOUG. Telvēl TE AVTOLOLV O Aóyoc 
&c PUocodinv xaOáneo 'EureóokAéngc À aAAot ot negi octoc yeyeadaocty 
ÈE aoxns ő TL éotiv AvVOQWTOS xai 6TWCS ĒYĒVETO TIEWTOV Kai ONOPEV 
ovvertayn. èy d€ TOŪTO uèv OGA tivi eionxat T) GOPIOTĪJ T] intew 1) 
yéyoantar negi púas rjocov vouilw cr] (TEIKT) TÉXVN TOOOTJKELV T) TH 
yeadhbuch, vonilw o£ negi PUOLOS yvovaí xt apès ovóaqió0ev &AAo0ev Eivat 
T] €€ intos. xovxo dé oióv TE KATAHAOELV óvav AUTHV TL TV IMTOLKTJV 
óo0czc TĀJAV TEQUABH—LExXOL dé TOLTOU TOAAOD por doket Óetv —, Atyw dE 
TAUTIJV xijv loxooínv, Eldévat ĀVĒGVOTOG Ti EOTL xai óvotac aivíac yivetar kal 
TĀAAA &koifécc. émei TOŪTO yé pot óoket Avaykalov eivat iNTE@ eoi 
vows eldévat Kai TĀVU OTOVŠĀJAL WG eoeta, elneg TL HEAAEL tcv 
ŠEOVTAV TOUMOELV, O TL TE EOTLV &vOQomoc moóc TĀ ÉOOLOHEVA TE xai 
TULVOMEVA xai O TL TBOG TA &AAa ÈNITNÕEÚUATA kai O TL AP éxáoxov EKAOTH 
ovuproetat (VM 20, Li 1.620-22 = 145,18-147,1 Jouanna) 


But some physicians and sophists say that it is not possible to know the 
medical tekhne if someone does not know what a human being is—it is this 
that anyone who is going to treat people correctly must learn completely. 
Their account concerns philosophy in the same way as Empedocles and others 
who have written on natures [have written] about what a human being is 
from the beginning, and how he first came into being, and from what stuff he 
is put together.c; But I believe, on the one hand, that whatever has been said 
by someone, either a sophist or a physician, or written about nature has even 
less to do with the medical art than with painting; and, on the other hand, I 
think that nothing clear can be known about nature in any way, except 
through the art of medicine. This it is possible to learn when one has properly 
understood the medical tekhne as a whole; until this point, it seems to me that 
much is lacking—I am referring to this kind of inquiry, that is, to know what a 
human being is and on account of what causes he comes to be and all the rest 
with precision. Since, indeed, it seems to me, what a physician must 
necessarily know about nature—and must be at great pains to know it—if he 
is going to do something of what he has to do, is this, namely, what a human 
being is in relation to what he eats and drinks and what he is in relation to 
other practices, and what will happen to each person because of each of these 
things. 


Both the author and his rivals take for granted that the question of human 
nature will be answered by some kind of inquiry into nature.ss Whereas 
philosophically inclined physicians and sophists advocate an inquiry into the 
origins and the composition of the human being,6o our author insists we need to 
inquire into the dynamics of human nature, that is, what a human being is in 
relation to food, drink, and various practices, and what happens to him on 
account of these things. His conceptualization of human nature brings us back 
to the idea of the physical body as an interval between external causes and 


perceptible effects. At the same time, it foregrounds the problem of how we 
achieve knowledge about this hidden space, not only as disembodied experts 
but also as embodied subjects. 

Epistemological concerns, in fact, dominate the first chapters. The author 
rejects at the outset the idea that what human nature suffers can be known 
through hupotheseis, “abstract postulates": examples include the hot and the 
cold.;o The problem with these postulates, he argues, is that the listener has no 
way of knowing clearly whether they have any relationship to the truth.71 The 
author concedes that these kinds of postulates are necessary for explaining 
“invisible and doubtful things," such as what is up above or below the earth. 
But because medicine can make its claims empirically evident, he refuses to 
accept postulates as the basis of its inquiries. His commitment to empirical 
knowledge has attracted the respect of modern scholars.73 Yet the question of 
how knowledge, necessarilp mediated by the symptom, is made manifest 
rewards further examination, as does the question of to whom knowledge 
becomes clear. For, in fact, there are different kinds of knowing in On Ancient 
Medicine.74 

Central to the author's defense of medicine's expert knowledge is its hodos, 
"road" or *method." He retraces this road in the first chapters back to its origins 
in a half-mythic, precultural time when humans were struggling to survive in a 
world ill-suited to their natures. Whereas the natures of oxen, horses, and all 
other animals harmonized unthinkingly with the available nourishment, human 
nature stood apart, at odds with food in its raw, “bestial” state.;s If humans 
were to live and grow, they needed to discover another diet. 


OC yao ĒTAOXOV TTOĀĀĀ TE kai dELV UTTO LOXVONS TE xai Orjorcoóeoc Otairng 
wuá TE xai AKENTA xai ueyéáAac óvvápuac EXOVTA &ooeoópevor— oiá TEQ 
àv Kai vov UT AUTOV TAOXOLEV TOVOLOL TE LOXUQOÏOL Kai VOUOOLOL 
TEQITITNTOVTES xai SLA váxeoc Bavärorotv ... OLA OT] TAŪTIJV TIJV xoeírv xai 
ovtot uot dokéovor CntHoat Tooprjv &ouóCovoav TH HUGEL kai eLoeīv 
TAUTTJV T) vov xoecope0a. (VM 3, Li 1.576 = 121,15-20, 122,6-8 Jouanna) 


For as they suffered many terrible things on account of the strong and bestial 
nature of their diet, when they were taking in foods that were raw and 
unmixed and possessing great dunameis, such things as one would suffer now 
too, falling into violent pains and diseases and quickly death.... On account of 
this need, it seems to me, they sought nourishment that harmonized with their 
nature and they discovered that which we use now. 


Necessity, in other words, drives discovery. While born of necessity, though, 
this discovery is not the same as necessary outcomes in the body, insofar as it 
involves a shift from the automatism of the physical world to conscious, rational 
inquiry.; The vital tendencies of human nature become the seeking of these 
first investigators; “cooking” in the cavity is anticipated by the deliberate 
modification of foods, as they “mold everything to suit human nature and its 
dunamis” (nAäooovres NĀVTA TEOG tr]v TOD &vOoorov oot Te Kai ó6vapuv, 
3, Li 1.578 — 122,14-15 Jouanna). Pain is no longer just pain, but what Jackie 
Pigeaud has felicitously called “la pédagogie de la douleur.”7s 


Although in the beginning, all humans suffered from their diet, only a small 
group of insightful people, the forerunners of physicians, used their suffering to 
discover the tekhne. In the present, however, “all are knowledgeable 
[érucvrjuovec] on account of necessity and use” (4, Li 1.578 = 123,10-11 
Jouanna).7 Dietetics is democratic not simply because everyone must eat, but 
because human nature, while defined collectively against the foil of the animal, 
comprises a range of individual natures, each with its own needs.s Some 
natures are too weak to tolerate the slightest deviation in dietary habits; others 
cannot handle specific foods, like cheese, that may well benefit someone else.s: 
Because natures differ, the ancients' research must be restaged at the level of 
the individual, who learns his own nature by querying its capacities through 
painful trial and error. 

Some kind of biofeedback also forms the bedrock of research in medicine. 
Indeed, medicine's origins mimic those of dietetics: just as pain once revealed 
the incompatibility of a raw diet with human nature, it has shown, too, that the 
same diets do not benefit the sick and the healthy. When patients who have 
been given porridge suffer fever and pains, for example, they provide the 
physician with crystalline evidence that porridge is not always suitable in 
disease.s2 

Given the role played by pain in teaching the physician what he knows, 
medicine’s claims to knowledge about human nature can appear like a 
reworking of the tragic axiom “knowledge through suffering,” pathei mathos. At 
the same time, as we shift from dietetics to medicine, the person who suffers is 
no longer necessarily the same person who learns, or at least the primary 
learner.ss Rather, the sufferer stands on one side, the physician-inquirer on the 
other, with the soma in the middle. It is, in fact, the soma on which the author, 
in a programmatic statement, makes all medical knowledge and therapy 
depend. It is necessary to shoot for some measure in treatment, he observes.s4 
Yet “you will discover no measure, neither a number nor a weight, in relation to 
which someone could acquire precise knowledge, except the aisthesis of the 
soma" (uéxoov dE OVdE AQIOUÔdV OUTE OTABLOV &AAÀov TIQdG O &vacdéoov cion 
TO AKQLBEC, ook AV EUQOLS AAA T] xov ocpaoc TV aioOrnotv, 9, Li 1.588-90 = 
128,11-13 Jouanna).ss 

The phrase “the aisthesis of the soma" is obviously crucial to the author's 
point. But what does it mean? In particular, whether we read the genitive as 
subjective or objective determines how we understand the role of aisthesis in 
medical epistemology, at least for this author. If we read an objective genitive, 
the author will be referring to the sensation the physician has of the patient's 
body. But, while it is true that the physician is a privileged subject of 
knowledge in the text, by translating aisthesis in this way we neglect the crucial 
epistemic function of pain and privilege hands-on investigation over the kind of 
inferential prowess demonstrated by the physician elsewhere in the treatise.s6 If 
we read the genitive as subjective, sensing belongs to the patient's body. 
Sensing is often equated with "the sensation an individual has of their own 
body."s; But given that, as we saw in chapter 2, aisthesis can be extended to 
bodies and body parts independently of the sentient person, we should not 
assume this equation. Let us consider, then, to whom or to what aisthesis 


belongs here. 

First, it is undeniable that, for this author, the experience patients have of 
their bodies is indispensable to medical knowledge. Concluding his 
methodological proem, he remarks: 


HGAIOTA dé Lot Šokei negi TAUTNG dELV Aéyovaa TG TEXVNS YVVOTĀ Āčyetv 
tolor ONMOTIOLV'OV yàg Tegi &AAcv tivõv OÙTE CNTELV OÙTE AÉVELV TOOOTJKEL 
À TEQL TOV NAONUÁTWV OV AUTOL OŪTOL vocéovoí TE KAL TOVÉOLOLV. AUTOUG 
Hēv oùv TA opéwv aùbtõv naðńuata katayaðeiv, (c TE yívexvat kal 
TAVETAL xai dt Olas rioopáociac AVEETAL TE xai pūtvei, dNUÔTAS ÉOVTAS ov 
Onlētov, ort &AAov DE EVENHEVA xai AEVOHEVO EUTETÉG OVdEV yàg ÉTEQOV T) 
ĀVAĻUUVTJOKETAL ÉKAOTOS AKOVWV xov ÉWVT® GULPALVOVTOV. ei DÉ TIS THS 
TOV IŠLOTĒVV YVOUNS ATOTEVEETAL KAL ur] DLAOOEL TOUS AKOUOVTAS OUTWC, 
TOV EOVTOG ATNOTEVEETAL Kai SLA TAVTĀ OÙV TAUTA OLočv dei 0rto0éctoc. (VM 
2, Li 1.572-74 = 120,3-15 Jouanna) 


But most of all it seems to me that one must, when speaking about this tekhne, 
speak of things known to average people. For it is a question of researching 
and describing nothing other than the affections that afflict these very people 
and on account of which they suffer. Certainly for them to figure out 
themselves their own affections—how they come about and cease, and on 
account of which causes they grow and subside—is not easy, because they are 
average people; but when their affections have been discovered and explained 
by someone else, it is simple. For this requires nothing more than for each 
one, listening, to remember what has happened to him. But if someone fails to 
connect with the understanding of average people and does not put his 
listeners in this condition, he will be out of touch with reality. And it is for the 
same reasons that medicine has no need of a postulate. 


The “things known to ordinary people” would seem to be the affections that 
afflict them without encompassing everything there is to know about these 
affections. The particular knowledge of average people, we might infer, is what 
they sense of their own bodies, sensations that are particularly sharp and 
insistent when they are sick. The last sentence suggests that it is the patient's 
memory of what has happened to him (x&v Ewuté cvufouvóvrov), triggered 
by hearing the physician's account, that is the touchstone of medicine's truths 
about human nature, or, rather, in this case, simply “what is" (tov £óvroc). The 
patient's knowledge thus frees medicine from a dependence on hupotheseis.ss 

In securing the patient as a subject of knowledge, though, we bring to light 
another complication. Recall that dietetics, that is, the art of harmonizing food 
with one's nature, is essentially a democratic practice supported, at least in part, 
by self-reflexively produced knowledge about one's own nature. In the passage 
just cited, however, this community of knowers breaks down, creating two 
different epistemic positions: that of the embodied sufferer and that of the 
physician.s We have seen that the experience of suffering is indispensable to 
learning the truth about disease. But if the physician, too, is needed to obtain 
that truth, then suffering alone must be insufficient for knowledge. Indeed, in 
this passage, the author emphasizes not only the clarity of embodied experience 
but also the nontransparent meaning of symptoms. Suffering reveals neither its 


origins nor its antidote; it does not indicate why it waxes and wanes. Pain 
becomes truly clear only once someone else has discovered and explained what 
has happened, that is, once pain is put in the context of hidden forces, stuffs, 
and structures, as we saw in On the Nature of a Human Being in chapter 2. 
Knowledge gained about one's own nature is never intuitively revelatory, but 
always depends on making connections between catalysts and symptoms. s0 

It is in the context of drawing such connections, and more specifically in a 
discussion of how to find a balance between overpowering the patient and 
depriving him of needed food, that the author introduces the aisthesis of the 
soma as the only guide available to the physician. The context suggests that we 
should read aisthesis as the reaction of the soma to incoming dunameis—that is, 
symptoms.s On this reading, while the patient has a more intimate 
acquaintance with the symptom—hence, his importance to medical knowledge 
—he is not necessarily the only one with empirical access to it: a fever, for 
example, can be felt by the physician, too. Both the physician and the patient, 
then, can gather somatic data. At the same time, both of them can make 
inferences about cause on the basis of symptoms. Here, however, because the 
physician has a better understanding of causes, he has the advantage. 

It was by tracing symptoms to causes that a small group of intelligent people 
first discovered techniques to survive. The author of the treatise assumes that 
these people undertook their experiments with winnowing, grinding, and 
baking raw food because they had already “seen” that the causes of pain, 
disease, and death lie in foods that are too strong for human nature to master. 93 
Later in the treatise, the author reports that the first investigators also saw the 
qualitative differences among these stuffs (the salty, the bitter, the acidic, and 
so on).« Their vision extends even beyond foods to things inside a human 
being: 


TAŪTA yàg EWEWV Kai EV TO AVOQWTW £veóvta kal AVHALVOLLEVaA TOV 
&vOocomov .. tavta EV HEMLYUÉVA Kai kxekonuéva AAAMAOLOIV OÙTE 
þavegá ÉOTIV OÙTE Avrei TOV AVOQWTOV, OTAV SE TL TOUTWV ATOKQLO 1] xai 
AUTO Eh évcvtoU YĒVIJTAĻ TOTE Kai pavegov &o xai Avnet TOV &vOoortov. 
(VM 14, Li 1.602 = 136,8-9, 12-16 Jouanna) 


For they saw that these things [sc. constituent stuffs inside the body] are 
inside a human being and they hurt a human being... These things, when 
mixed and compounded with one another are neither apparent nor do they 
hurt a person; but when one of them is separated off and stands alone, then it 
is apparent and hurts a person. 


Having discovered that the powers outside a human being are also inside him, 
these early researchers arrive at a conclusion by now familiar from other 
medical writing: pain is most proximately caused by things inside the person. 
Their realization encourages those pursuing the study of human nature to 
inquire further into the stuffs and mechanisms that are directly responsible for 
suffering.os 

The author positions himself as a direct heir to this method. He argues that 
physicians need to know not simply whether cheese, for example, is a bad food, 


but what kind of pain it produces, what causes it, and to what constituent stuff 
in a person it is unsuited (tiva te rtóvov Kai dtd tÍ ai TIVE TOV èv TH AVOQEMTW 
èveóvtwv averutdetov, 20, Li 1.622 = 147,3-4 Jouanna).s6 Later he discusses 
the kinds of structures found inside the body and their role in the production of 
symptoms—he asks, for example, why we feel violent pain just below the 
diaphragm—as well as the ways in which different powers interact. In these last 
two cases, the route to knowledge bypasses the patient altogether: the physician 
can find structures analogous to those inside the body to examine; he can 
observe directly how different dunameis interact by mixing foods and liquids. 
Indeed, the author concludes by stating his preference for these disembodied 
methods of inquiry: “If someone in this way, conducting all his research outside 
the human body, were able to reach the truth, he would be able to always 
choose the best treatment" (oUtwco ef tic dUvaito Cntéwv ččwoBev 
ÉTUTUYXAVELV, xai OVVALT àv návtwv &ékAéyeo0aut aiei TO BEATLOTOV, 24, Li 
1.636 — 153,16-18 Jouanna). Presumably, because natures vary, treatment 
would continue to rely on bodily feedback. At the same time, the very desire to 
explore the causal factors at work inside the body by looking outside it makes 
clear that symptoms promise more clarity than they deliver. 

The physician's skill in interpreting symptoms is particularly valuable in 
scenarios, such as a full-fledged disease, where the interval between catalyst 
and perceptible effect has grown complicated. In this context, the temporal 
proximity of a probable cause can become a red herring, and the patient, whose 
inferences tend to be based on that proximity, becomes a negative model of 
knowledge. The author lambastes those physicians who connect disturbances 
during recovery to whatever unusual thing the patient has done most recently 
for being as blind as patients.o7 Such imprecision should not affect the informed 
physician, who pairs an encyclopedic grasp of causes with a fine-grained 
analysis of symptoms in their specificity, specificity being that which enables 
him to move beyond simple temporal correlations of cause and effect: 


OUdÉTOTE yàg T] avt] KaKOTIADELA TOUTWV OVDETÉQOU OVdE ye amo 
TIANEWOLOS OLD ĀTO BEWLATOS xoíov T) TOOL. GOTIC OÙV xavxa pr] ELGETAL coc 
ÉKAOTA EXEL TIQOG TOV AVOEWTOV, OÙTE YIVOOKELV TĀ YLVOLEVA ATU AÜTOV 
duvnoetar oÙte Xon00a1 000wc. (VM 21, Li 1.626 = 148,15-19 Jouanna) 


For it is never the same bad feeling that arises from each of these two things, 
nor from surfeit, nor from one food or another. Whoever does not know how 
each of these particulars affects a person will be unable to know the things 
that arise from them, nor will he be able to use them correctly. 


Knowledge is thus correlated with a system of translation between “bad 
feelings" and their causes.os Embodied experience may contribute to such 
knowledge, but it does not guarantee it. Even if it is the things inside us that 
hurt us, they—and, indeed, our very nature—remain alien without technical 
expertise. 


EMBODIMENT, KNOWLEDGE, AND TECHNICAL AGENCY 


Despite his avowed hostility toward physicists like Empedocles and his ilk, the 
author of On Ancient Medicine defines human nature through the dynamics of 
what I have called physicality. In so doing, he elaborates a concept of 
vulnerability markedly different from that assumed by magico-religious 
interpretations of symptoms. First and foremost, human nature, unlike every 
other animal nature, fails to harmonize automatically with the things growing 
in the earth.» But, moreover, it does not communicate its needs clearly to 
humans themselves. The belly, writes the author of On Regimen, is without 
understanding; although through it we become aware of hunger and thirst 
(aovvetov YAOTTJO'TAVTI) cvvíepev OTL Õpi T] rcewr], I 12, Li 6.488 = 136,12- 
13 Joly-Byl), hunger, like pain, does not tell us what to eat or how to prepare 
our food. We need dietetics in order to secure the conditions under which our 
natures can master what enters from outside: the triad of growth, health, and 
life depends on interpreting symptoms and identifying causes. 

The author of On Ancient Medicine does not simply stress that humans are 
different from other living beings because they do not harmonize unthinkingly 
with their environment. He also shows little interest in how human nature does 
balance itself automatically. He rejects the hot and the cold as pathogenic 
factors in part because they counteract each other's force apo tautomatou, 
"spontaneously": what is so deinon, "terrible" or "strange," about that, he 
asks.100 If it is our nature to live so thoughtlessly, we might as well be animals, 
or barbarians—for barbarians, and even some Greeks, make no use of the 
medical tekhne nor do they hold back from anything they might desire, even in 
illness, a life hapless enough to qualify as bestial:o: Tekhne, then, like dike in 
Homer and Hesiod, draws a line between human and nonhuman. But whereas, 
in those poets, it is because animals lack dike that they are excluded from the 
exchanges so critical to social concord, in On Ancient Medicine, animals lack 
tekhne because they are already in harmony with the world. It is harmony of this 
kind, not among humans or between humans and gods but between different 
natures, that physicians aim to mimic by replacing the automatism of the 
physical body's interaction with the world with intelligent manipulation. 
Nevertheless, this is mimicry with a difference, insofar as harmony is achieved 
through reasoning. Human beings thus come to be defined not through the 
weakness of their natures but through their deliberate exercise of mastery over 
the physical world—both the world outside them and their own bodies. The 
care of human nature(s) is one of those “games of truth and error through 
which being is historically constituted as experience; that is, as something that 
can and must be thought.”102 

Herein, then, lies the gift of medicine: it enables reasoning agents to act on 
the dunameis in which they are necessarily and unseeingly implicated, rather 
than merely suffering the reactions of the soma to these forces. In On Ancient 
Medicine, the verb dunamai, “to be able," describes not only what human nature 
can do or withstand but also the ability of people, collectively expressed in 
tekhne, to discover and, through reasoning, to use the forces that shape their 
experience in the service of health.103 The author of On the Tekhne, too, endows 
tekhne with a dunamis, which translates the mere desire to know into efficacious 
inquiry and action. He argues that it is possible to investigate hidden diseases 


only if one has acquired the power to do so through education: just wanting to 
uncover them is not enough.: Knowledge, by making it possible to harness 
dunameis, thus creates a conduit between desire and its realization. Recall that, 
in On Places in a Human Being, knowledge is there whenever the knower wants 
to use it in contrast to tukhe, which is “self-ruled” (atvrokçartc).105 

Most extant medical texts, unsurprisingly, vest the power to know and to act 
in the physician. Nevertheless, authors writing for a wider audience also 
recognize laypersons as subjects of medical, and not simply embodied, 
knowledge. Part of this recognition is implicit, embedded in the very structure 
of treatises addressed to nonspecialist audiences.106 Yet it also explicit, insofar 
as many authors invite laypersons to adopt a specifically medical filter on their 
own embodied experiences, hoping to appropriate the often biting clarity of 
those experiences as "verification" of the explanations that they are offering. In 
making his case, the author of On Ancient Medicine regularly uses the first- 
person plural: we are disturbed, for example, when constituent stuffs separate 
Out.107 Or consider his use of the common cold, a condition in which we are all 
empeiroi, *experienced," and which he calls the “clearest of cases," as proof in 
his extended argument that it is not the hot and the cold but isolated humors 
that harm us.ios If we find his extended account of a runny nose banal, it is 
worth remembering that this banality is tactical. Whereas the author of On the 
Sacred Disease, by tackling the causes of epilepsy, strives to create a new 
worldview behind the most spectacular symptoms, the author of On Ancient 
Medicine builds his world-making case from everyday aches and pains. Both 
authors, however, are extending the indisputable reality of symptoms to a 
largely hidden, abstracted physical world. 

The benefits of persuading listeners to see with the mind of a physician go 
beyond the epideictic arena to the bedside, where persuasion had more 
immediate and concrete consequences. ios If bringing a patient to see things from 
the doctor's perspective encourages compliance, it is an obvious desideratum. In 
the Platonic dialogue named for him, Gorgias defends rhetoric's usefulness by 
boasting of having often convinced patients to submit to treatment after their 
physicians failed to do so (456b1-5). Even after a patient acquiesces, there is 
always a risk he will go astray in the physician's absence or mistake premature 
feelings of recovery for total recuperation.::o In practice, then, physicians could 
hardly fail to see that the bodies in their care were attached to people, whose 
cooperation needed to be secured, albeit sometimes by proxy, for therapy to 
work. 

If the patient unites with the physician against the disease, the Hippocratic 
triangle collapses into a battle between opposing forces. But what if the patient 
refuses to ally himself with the physician? Far from simply standing on the 
sidelines of the struggle between life and death, such patients are often tacitly 
understood to be complicit with the disease and sometimes openly so: in his 
eagerness to free physicians from blame, the author of On the Tekhne declares 
outright that noncompliant patients are responsible for their own deaths.::: 
When there is no physician to disobey, however, it is more difficult to figure out 
where the patient stands in relationship to his disease, as we can see in On 
Ancient Medicine. On the one hand, by making health dependent on the 


inferences and deliberate actions of an embodied agent, the author limns the 
possibility that a human being has control over his own nature. On the other 
hand, he recognizes that the requisite knowledge is difficult to acguire.112 By 
acknowledging this difficulty, thereby circumscribing the control people have 
over their nature, he complicates the grounds for reproach. Even the author of 
On the Tekhnē accepts that the patient's agency is compromised, at least in 
disease.113 But if the patient's own inclination toward health is as contingent 
and uncertain as the vital tendencies of his nature or the humors, can he ever be 
said to be aitios for his suffering? Let us stop and reconsider how medical 
etiology works. 

Extant medical writing affords us ample opportunity to see how, as 
responsibility migrates from social and ethical agents to impersonal stuffs and 
forces, the very idea of responsibility is adapted to natural causes. External 
forces, such as bilious foods or the south wind, still exercise considerable power 
over us; yet, as we saw in the previous chapter, their assault is stripped of 
intentions and emotions. With the disappearance of a desire to harm, the 
capacity to harm breaks down over a causal series, which unfolds largely inside 
the soma. It is true that the earliest Greek poets believe both that things inside a 
person can hurt him and that individual identity can influence how daemonic 
force is realized. As the physical body emerges, however, this inner space is 
reconceived in terms of humors, structures, fleshes, the body's dunamis, and its 
phusis—things that can explain in relatively precise terms how an external 
catalyst is transformed into a symptom. Inner space comes to be defined as 
largely nonconscious, subject to necessity and physical automatism. Understood 
in these terms, the soma both mitigates the power of blind fatalism in archaic 
explanations of disease and attracts responsibility for unseen harm from 
daemonic agents and, indeed, from the person himself insofar as, recklessly or 
inadvertently, he incurs daemonic anger. 

But it may be precisely because the physical body is so estranged from the 
human, despite being closely allied with the idea of human nature, that the 
responsibility for suffering once vested with mortal and immortal social agents 
often seems to slide off it. Failing to absorb blame, the body sends it back into 
circulation. One natural candidate to receive it is the physician.114 Another is 
the patient. Indeed, it is in the context of the causal shift just described, I 
suggest, that the person's relationship to his soma assumes ethical potential, that 
is, the potential to be praised or blamed, beyond the narrow question of patient 
compliance.115 

The patient has the capacity, through what he eats or does, to guard against 
the body's hair-trigger tendencies toward instability and formlessness. But that 
capacity is a double-edged sword. After all, by eating or acting he can just as 
easily upset the delicate economy of power in the cavity. The patient oblivious 
to the effects of his actions risks precipitating disaster or making a small 
problem worse. In On Regimen, for example, the author speaks at one point of 
people who “turn the disease into pneumonia through their use of baths and 
foods and bring themselves to the brink of ruin" (AAG Aovrooigi Te xai oitoiot 
xerjopevot &c TEOLTĀEVHOVITJV KATĒOTIJOAV TO VOOTJHA, xai ÈG KLVOUVOV TOV 
éoxatov A*ikvtovrau III 72, Li 6.610-12 = 204,14-15 Joly-Byl). In On the 


Tekhne, not only is the density of bodies to blame for disease but also the 
negligence of patients (Š1A te Tv x&v kauvóvtwv 6Atywoinv, 11, Li 6.20-22 
— 238,18 Jouanna). Yet, as we have seen, the person can manage his body, 
mysteriously located between what he does (taking baths, eating cheese, 
walking at noon) and what happens to him, only if he understands how it 
works. In the opening chapter of On Affections, before stating the causal role of 
bile and phlegm in disease, the author observes: 


avdea XOT], OOTIS oTi cvvetróc, Aoywápevov STL TOOL AVOQEWTTOLOL 
TĀELOTOU &&ióv ČOTLV 1] Lyteir], éríovacOaut ATÔ THS ÉWUTOÙ YVOUNS Ev THOL 
VOUOOLOLV cpeAéecOav éríoxacOat dè xà UTO x&v ü]toov xai Aeyópeva kai 
TQOODEQOUEVOA mQóc TO oca ÉAUTOÙ Kal OLAYIVVOKELV* ÉTIOTAOPAL dé 
TOUTWV ĒKAOTA &c óoov Eik0G iduwtnv. (Aff. 1, Li 6.208 = 6 Potter)116 


Any man of intelligence, having taken it into account that health is of the 
greatest value to human beings, ought to know by means of his own 
understanding how to help himself in diseases, and to know and to judge what 
is said by physicians and what they administer to his body, and to know each 
of these things to the extent that is fitting for a layperson. 


In stressing the patient's own capacity for understanding (and ths čovrot 
vvcur]c), the author anticipates the reflexive pronoun used with sdma several 
lines later (tO oœua čavrot). His repetition of the reflexive draws a line 
between the patient's ownership of the soma and his responsibility to grasp it 
with his own mind. The author seems to suggest that only by exercising his 
ability to understand his body can the patient claim it as his own. 

In the proem, the author of On Affections treats the patient as a subject of 
knowledge modeled on the physician. Shortly afterward, however, patients 
revert to their more typical role: marginal and passive. These possibilities 
represent the two positions that the medical writers imagine for a person in 
relation to his own body: either he takes up the perspective of the physician or 
he becomes the pawn of forces he neither understands nor controls—suffering 
without learning. The person is, in other words, either the first cause of what 
happens to him, intelligently determining his own experience, or the last effect 
of a chain of mechanically driven events, a symptom himself. Transformed by 
the incorporation of the daemonic energies that had cut through the Homeric 
hero, the person, quite unlike in Homer, threatens to dissolve into the 
impersonal force field from which he is created. Escaping this fate, at least for 
the medical writers, requires the knowledge that only they can supply. While 
dream interpreters may be well and good, the author of On Regimen observes, 
when it comes to health and disease, “they cannot instruct one how to take 
care" (oi à obv ov àddokovoiv, OG xoi] buAñooeoau). They simply 
recommend prayer—not a bad idea, but one ought to invoke the gods “while 
also helping oneself" (avtov ovAAaufävovta), a practice that requires an 
understanding of causes.117 Indeed, “if people had knowledge," writes the 
author of On the Tekhne, “they would never have fallen into their diseases" (ei 
yàg TJTIOTAVTO, ovk àv TEOLĒTULTTOV AVTOIG, 11, Li 6.20 = 238,12 
Jouanna).118 


Practices of care in Greek medicine and ethics have received a lot of 
attention in recent years. The assumptions behind these practices, however, 
have not been fully examined, in part because our own culture is so anxiously 
committed to the care of the physical body, making such care seem familiar, in 
part because the context in which these practices unfold has been insufficiently 
understood.119 It is worth taking a closer look, then, at how the care of the soma 
brings to light the ethical implications of its physicality. 


TAKING CARE 


More than any other extant medical text, On Regimen (ca. 400 bce) attests the 
growing interest in the late fifth century in the care of the physical body.120 In 
the opening chapter, the author notes that many before him have written on the 
subject of human diaite, a term that encompasses not only diet but also exercise, 
sexual habits, and a range of other behaviors.121 It is likely that he is referring to 
a recent—perhaps even within the past twenty years—spate of work. Most 
ancient writers, with the notable exception of the author of On Ancient Medicine, 
see regimen as a relatively late arrival to the medical tradition, and modern 
scholars have generally concurred.122 The later date fits well with what we see 
in On Regimen, which extends the causal theories and techniques of intervention 
familiar from other medical writings into the patient's daily life.:»» The author's 
approach is driven, above all, by the need to exercise foresight to head off the 
symptom before it erupts.: The treatise's orientation suggests a reciprocal 
strengthening of anxieties about the physical body and public confidence in the 
power of medicine to manage it. 

The preemptive strategy of regimen targets potential triggers of disease. In 
the case of environmental factors, which lie outside his control, the physician 
aims to remake the person's nature to withstand their assault. He creates 
regimens capable of *warding off" seasonal changes as one might ward off the 
gods' anger.125 If a cold and moist constitution is at risk in winter and spring, for 
example, regimen can supply warmth and dryness. Exercise molds the flesh so 
that the winds cannot. The language of making and molding here is not 
trivial. In On Regimen, the author dwells at length on similarities between crafts 
like metallurgy and carpentry and the arts of fashioning the physical body, 
which include both medicine and gymnastic training.127 By educating the 
layperson about the causes of disease, the physician also “remakes” him, 
preventing him from becoming another mindless force acting on his nature. 

Crucial to the layperson's role in health is what the author calls pre- 
sufferings. In the introduction, we saw how Plutarch uses these pre-sufferings to 
counter Hesiod's "silent" diseases. In On Regimen, the author claims them as his 
own discovery:128 


uol Oč TAUTA EEEVENTAL kal TOO toU KAUVELV TOV AVOQEWTOV ATO TG 
UTtEQBOANs, ec’ OTdTEQOV àv YÉVNTAL TOEOŠLĀYVAOJIS. OÙ yàg EvDEWS ai 
VOUOOL TOLOLV AVOQHTOLOLV ÉTLVIVOVTAL, AAA KATA LUKQOV cvAAeyóuevat 
&Ooócc ExdaivovtaL TEV oov kOATEĪGBAI Ev TH àvOocruo TO VYLES UTO 
TOV VOJEOOD, À TAOXOVOLV eEEVENTAL Hot, Kai órcc xor] TAUTA KABLOTAVAL 


&c tv dyteinv. (Vict. I 2, Li 6.472 = 124,28-126,3 Joly-Byl) 


These things have been discovered by me, and also, before a person suffers 
from surfeit, a “pre-diagnosis” on the basis of what sort it is. For diseases do 
not come upon people all at once; rather, gathering themselves together 
gradually, they appear with a sudden spring. So I have discovered what a 
person suffers before what is healthy in him is mastered by what is diseased, 
and how one ought to restore these things to health. 


In the third book of the treatise, the author provides ample documentation of 
this discovery, correlating various sensations with kinds of surfeit on the model 
of translation envisioned in On Ancient Medicine. Here, however, the embodied 
person is entrusted with interpreting corporeal signs, however faint. Like a 
physician, he looks past the surface of the body to its hidden troubles. His 
precaution turns every sensation into a potential symptom. 

Such attention to the body calls to mind the portrait of the deisidaimon, the 
“superstitious man," in Theophrastus's Characters, a text that dates from the 
latter part of the fourth century.12 The deisidaimon is plagued by an undue fear 
of the daemonic: he is terrified of the owl's hoot, the mouse in the grain sack, 
the weasel that crosses his path. His world abounds in signs requiring sacrifices 
and interpretation. Similar anxieties are scathingly ascribed to elite adherents of 
medicine in the third book of Plato's Republic,130 with the important difference 
that the daemonic here comprises forces within the body. The threat these 
forces are seen to pose leads to what Socrates denounces as the "excessive care 
of the body” (ñ negt abt éruuéAeiu TOV ocpanoc).is: 


TO dE OT] HÉYLOTOV, 132 OTL xai TEOG HAOOEL AOTIVATODV xai ĒVVOTJOEIG TE 
kai HEAËÉTAG TOOG ÉAUTOV XaAETIH, KEPAANS twac El OLATAOEL xai 
Atyyous OTOTTEVOVJA Kai aitwuévn & bAooobiac tyyiyveoBa, core, 
OTN TAVTH AQETT AOKEtTAL Kai ŠOKIHĀAČETAI, TAVTN &urtóóuoc: KALVELV yàg 
olega nowi del kai WSivovTa ETOTE Arjyetv negl xov ocpanoc. (Pl. R. 3, 
407b8-c6) 


And most important of all, surely, is that [sc. this care] makes any sort of 
learning, thought, or private meditation difficult, by forever causing 
imaginary headaches or dizziness and accusing philosophy of causing them. 
Hence, wherever this sort of virtue is practiced and submitted to philosophical 
scrutiny, excessive care of the body hinders it. For it is constantly making you 
imagine that you are ill and never lets you stop agonizing about your body. 
(trans. Reeve) 


Such vigilance is confirmed by the elaborate recommendations of On Regimen. 
Given the labor involved in this “excessive” care of the body, we would 
expect that regimen was primarily an elite preoccupation. This is, indeed, what 
we are told by Plato, who contrasts the carpenter who, “if someone prescribes a 
lengthy regimen," promptly replies he does not have the leisure to be ill, with 
the wealthy man who can devote all his energy to pursuing the virtue of health 
(3, 406d2-407b2). Think of Phaedrus at the beginning of another Platonic 
dialogue, strolling outside the city walls on the advice of the doctor 


Acumenus.133 The author of On Regimen, however, has higher hopes for the 
carpenter. He expressly designates two audiences for his text, of which the first 
comprises “the great majority of people who necessarily live haphazardly 
[ócoiciv. £& àavéyknc £r] tòv Biov duateAëtv éott] and cannot take care of 
their health [ts tytetng ēripeAeīcGai] by neglecting everything else” (III 69, 
Li 6.604 = 200,23-25 Joly-Byl).134 The regimen he goes on to outline is so long 
that one begins to wonder about not only the carpenter's patience but also what 
more can be done. It turns out that the commitment required for optimal health 
is total, as befits an audience that is ^well off, and convinced that there are no 
benefits of wealth or anything else without health" (III 69, Li 6.604-6 = 
200,25-27 Joly-Byl). Even, then, if On Regimen's intended double audience 
signals medicine's burgeoning ambitions, it also confirms that, despite the 
“democratization” of health theoretically supported by regimen, practices of 
care have the potential to resignify the relationship, conventionally guaranteed 
by the gods, between prosperity and well-being.iss It is the wealthy, we are 
reminded in the Republic, who have time for virtue. In On Regimen, wealth 
translates into the freedom to learn about one's nature and manage its care.136 

Plato views the elite status of medical knowledge in a more favorable light 
in the Laws. If, in On Affections, medical knowledge enables the person merely 
to assert control over his body in the face of diseases and physicians, in the 
Laws, this knowledge, born of an exchange of information not unlike the 
reciprocal pedagogy of On Ancient Medicine, defines the free patient against his 
slave counterpart:137 


0 dE EAEVDEQOS WE ET TO TAELOTOV TĀ x&v EAEVOEQWV voońuata Oeoganevet 
TE Kai ETLOKOTEL, Kai TAUTA ččeTāčov aT’ AOXNS kal KATA vot, TH 
Kápvovat KOLVOUHEVOS AUT TE Kai toic pion, ápa Hēv AVTOG uavO&ver TL 
TAQA THV VOJOŪVTAV, ápa dE kai KAO’ ócov oióc TE EOTLV, DLOAOKEL TOV 
aoVEVOVVTA AUTOV, Kai OÙ TIQOTEQOV tnēračev niv AV TN ovpreton, TOTE 
dé petà TELBOŪG MUEQOUHEVOV dēl rtagaokeváGov TOV KAUVOVTA, eic TIJV 
vyleav &ycv, àntoteAet neiwāray (Leg. 4, 720d1-e2) 


But the freeborn doctor, for the most part, treats and examines the diseases of 
free men, and by investigating these diseases from their arkhe and in 
accordance with nature, by consulting with the patient himself and those close 
to him, he himself learns something from the sufferer and, to the extent that 
he is able to, he also teaches the patient himself, and he does not prescribe 
anything before persuading the patient, and, securing the patient's continued 
acquiescence with persuasion, he tries to complete the task of leading him 
back to health. 


Given that Plato is making a point about how to educate citizens about the law, 
the relationship between physician and patient here is freighted with larger 
concerns about authority and obedience. Nevertheless, his remarks draw 
attention to the ways in which caring for the physical body had become 
relevant to larger questions of autonomy. By allying himself with the physician 
as a subject of medical knowledge—elsewhere, Plato tells us that the physician 
addresses the free man "almost like a philosopher, tracing the disorder to its 
arkhé, going over the whole nature of bodies" (€& àoxr|; te ántóuevov TOU 


VOOT}UATOG, negi DÜOEWG AÂONS ÉTAVLOVTA THS t&v owuátwv, Leg. 9, 857d2- 
4)—the patient resists becoming the object of another's care. Indeed, by 
inquiring into his own nature, he may even escape physicians altogether. 
Xenophon reports that Socrates recommended his followers take their own 
notes on the effects of foods, drinks, and exercise on their bodies, on the 
grounds that “by such attention to yourselves you can discover better than any 
doctor what suits your constitution" (Mem. 4.7.9). What in Xenophon appears as 
a mild tension between the patient and the physician flares up in Plato's attack 
on medicine in Republic 3. Seeing the glut of doctors and lawcourts in Athens, 
his Socrates concludes that free men, lacking their own resources, have had to 
start making use of a justice supplied by others, as if these men were their 
masters.138 

Plato's fears about compromised autonomy in this last example do not 
simply concern the asymmetrical relationship between physicians and patients; 
they also target the free subject's very capacity to take care of himself. In Plato's 
view, as we will see further in chapter 5, this crisis can be traced to trouble in 
the psukhe. In medicine, however, virtually all threats to the person are traced 
back to a physical substratum most closely identified with the soma. Although 
at times the medical writers seem to define human nature too narrowly to 
engage the self in its totality, as in On Ancient Medicine, at other times they 
address a fuller spectrum of faculties, including sensing, acting, speaking, 
judging, and thinking. I would like to close this chapter by returning to the 
topic with which it began, namely, the significance of physicality to the person, 
particularly the person qua ethical subject, by which I mean a subject capable of 
taking responsibility for the physical body, and thus of being praised or blamed 
for its care. 


SHORING UP THE SELF 


We have seen that prognosis incorporates and, indeed, heavily weights those 
phenomena through which personal identity is realized. By vesting these 
phenomena with significance, physicians tacitly present themselves as guardians 
of the self. In other contexts, the medical authors, often addressing a wider 
public, make the integrity of the self depend on medical expertise by relating 
cognitive and perceptual functions to physical stuffs. In On the Sacred Disease, 
for example, joys, sorrows, pains, and even judgments of value depend on the 
condition of the brain.:s» If the brain is overcome by moisture, madness and 
confusion arise:140 


kai uotvóueOa uèv VTO LYOOTNTOG* OTAV yàg LYOEOTEBOG tr]; PLOLOG 1, 
ĀVĀYKT] xwwetcOavr KIVEULÉVOU DE ENTE tv Otptv AToeičetv ENTE TV ĀKOTĪV, 
AAA GAAOTE ĀAAA O0Āv kai AKOVELV, TV TE YĀVOOJAV TOLADTA OLaĀtyeo0AL 
oia àv BAēmr TE kai àkoUr] ÉKAOTOTE" ócov O àv àxoeuíor] ó èyképados 
XQOVOV, TOJOŪTOV Kai ooovet óvOocroc. (Morb. Sacr. 14, Li 6.388 = 26,13- 
27,4 Jouanna) 


And we go mad because of moisture. For whenever [the brain] is wetter than 
it is naturally, it necessarily moves about, and if it moves, neither our vision 


nor our hearing is steady, and we see and hear one thing at one time, another 
at another, and the tongue communicates the things that we see and hear at 
each point. But as long as the brain is stable, the person thinks rightly. 


In On Regimen, too, moisture plays a critical role in intelligence and perception. 
This author, however, relates these faculties not to the brain but to the mixture 
of fire and water in the psukhe as it moves along a periodos, "circuit," in the 
body.:4 The relationship between intelligence and the psukhé is relatively rare 
in the late fifth century outside a handful of medical treatises and texts claiming 
Socratic influence.142 Despite innovating in this respect, however— perhaps 
under the influence of Heraclitus or his fifth-century acolytes—the author folds 
his psukhe into a familiar model.143 Like the soma, the psukhé is shaped by 
exercise, diet, vomiting, bathing, and other such techniques, making it the 
object of medical care.144 Similarly, the author of On the Sacred Disease uses the 
physicality of the brain to justify medicine's therapeutic authority: ^Whoever 
knows how to create [roteīv] the wet and the dry and the cold and the hot in 
human beings through regimen" can cure the "sacred" disease (Morb. Sacr. 18, 
Li 6.396 — 32,15-33,2 Jouanna). While these authors resemble physicists like 
Diogenes and Empedocles, who also offer physicalized models of cognition and 
affect, they are using these models to inform and to justify technical 
intervention aimed at securing not just bare survival but flourishing in the 
broadest sense of the term. 

Yet, if physiological approaches to human nature guarantee not simply 
living but living well, the concepts of pathology and norm come under pressure. 
These concepts were in some sense always under pressure, insofar as the 
medical writers recognize that each nature is disposed toward particular 
affections and expresses health in a particular way. Nevertheless, the more 
broadly health is understood, the more complicated the idea of pathology 
becomes. If, from one perspective, variation among natures is simply an 
empirical truth that explains why judgments in medicine are never rule-bound 
but always adaptive, from another perspective, variability creates a spectrum 
that restages the good-bad polarity of prognostic symptoms in terms not of 
survival but of different, and potentially ranked, classes of natures.145 In one 
passage from the fourth-century Epidemics II, for example, bodily signs seem to 
support broad judgments about character: those with big heads, large, dark 
eyes, and a thick, blunt nose are esthloi, “good”; those with large heads and 
small eyes are oxuthumoi, “quick to anger," if they also stammer (6.1, Li 5.132 
= 80 Smith).14 The author of On Regimen, who believes that regimen can help 
or harm intelligence and character traits, also accepts that the mixture is not 
responsible for some attributes, including  irascibility, craftiness, and 
benevolence. In these cases, “it is not possible to remold unseen nature" (büoiv 
yao pEetaTAdoat àbavéa OLX oidv Te, I 36, Li 6.524 = 156,27-28 Joly-Byl): 
people with these traits are stuck in their ways. Insofar as craftiness, for 
example, or cowardice, is both fixed and negatively weighted, being alive does 
not entail living well. 

The ambiguous relationship of bodily health to the health of the social, 
ethical subject, both inside and outside medical writing, is most powerfully 


illustrated by the sexed body. Female bodies have a natural norm.147 Women 
can, and often do, get sick qua women—many of their diseases are tied to the 
womb and menstruation—and regain health. Yet the very characteristics that 
determine the normative expression of female nature can signify as pathological 
vis-à-vis a male norm. Bodily articulation, for example, what we call 
muscularity, is fundamental to Greek notions of beauty, strength, and overall 
flourishing.14s It is also used by the medical writers as a significant criterion of 
difference between male and female bodies. Whereas the male fetus is 
articulated after thirty days, the female requires at least twelve more to achieve 
form because female seed is wet and moist.:4» Once outside the womb, the 
female body, with its porous and spongy flesh, never achieves the same level of 
articulation as the male body, and it degenerates more guickly.150 

Although the medical writers often speak of the weakness of female nature 
in general terms, these differences are most plausibly caused by excessive 
moisture in the female body.151 The dangers posed by wetness were well known. 
For example, the author of Airs, Waters, Places takes for granted a correlation 
between too much wetness, in this case caused by environmental factors, and 
the improperly formed bodies of many foreign peoples. Scythians, for example, 
suffer from a monotonous, moist climate that produces a fleshy, unarticulated 
external form with a watery internal cavity.152 The Phasians, too, live in a 
marshy, damp land that makes their bodies thick and formless; their fruit is 
stunted, feeble, and literally “feminized” (teOnAvopévou), just as atrophied 
flesh, in On Joints, “becomes female” (OnĀAvvovrauw.153 In these last two cases, 
the authors assume that flesh and fruit lose their shape only under pathological 
conditions. In using the verb “to become female" (@nAVvopat) to describe these 
processes, however, these authors take wetness and weakness as defining female 
qualities. In fact, female bodies require wetness to survive. If a woman’s body 
dries out, she may develop masculine traits—this is exactly what happens to 
two widows in Epidemics VI. Nevertheless, masculinity thus achieved is 
unsustainable: both widows quickly die. 154 

Despite their undesirable traits, female bodies are well equipped for survival. 
Indeed, sometimes they seem to be even better equipped than their male 
counterparts.iss If the patient has a “naturally” diseased body or nature, he or 
she does not necessarily succumb more easily to disease, but may be able to 
take humoral disturbances in stride.iss The same principle can explain why 
physicians often distrust the athlete’s nature; it is unstable and “turns to the 
extremes; in these types of bodies, a good condition flourishes for only a short 
while” (xai roénetar ed’ ēkārega, xai àkuáter OACyov xoóvov T] eve£ír] èv 
TOLOL TOLOVTOTOOTOLOL TWV OwHATWV, Salubr. 7, Li 6.84 = 218,2-4 Jouanna, as 
Nat. Hom. 22).157 

Nevertheless, even if naturally diseased bodies can stay alive, the conditions 
under which life is sustained preclude ideal human flourishing. Physicians 
certainly do not invent the idea that women are inferior to men. Yet in 
elaborating the idea of the physical body, they reconceptualize this inferiority 
by using the female body to exaggerate those aspects of the physical body that 
for men are most threatening to both bare survival and living well. As A. E. 
Hanson has observed, the female’s natural wetness is expressed in the male as 


pathological, corrosive fluxes, as we saw in the previous chapter.iss The authors 
of On the Sacred Disease and On Regimen blame unstable perceptions and 
weakened intelligence, respectively, on excessive moisture. The watery nature 
of the soma can also be seen as increasing its vulnerability to external stimuli: 
recall that, in On Generation/On the Nature of the Child, the female body “senses” 
variations of temperature because it is moister than the male body, and this 
sensing agitates the blood.15° In addition to wetness, the female body is defined 
by the womb, the archetypal cavity: unseen, receptive, nourishing.ico The 
womb, moreover, is liable to wander if deprived of moisture, and its wanderings 
vividly enact the troubling automatism and the restlessness of the physical body 
and, in particular, sudden humoral fluxes.161 Finally, the female body attracts 
heightened concern about cleanliness and damaging stuffs, requiring “more 
frequent and more radical cathartic interventions" than the male body.162 In 
these various respects, female bodies model the problems that the physical body 
can create for men, problems that, at least for the medical writers, endanger 
both health and virtues such as intelligence, articulated form, and autarchy. Yet, 
whereas women are defined by these problems, men—or, rather, certain classes 
of men eligible for self-mastery—are capable of evading them, if they submit to 
the authority of medicine. 

The divergence of female nature from an idealized norm places women in an 
ambiguous relationship to the dynamics of praise and blame, an ambiguity 
instructive for the larger ethical quandaries posed by the physical body. Insofar 
as women exhibit undesirable qualities, they would appear legitimate targets of 
disapprobation. In Plato’s Timaeus, for example, a man who has failed to 
conquer the flood of sensations, pleasures, and desires that assail the body is 
fated to be reborn as a woman, an obvious fall down the chain of beings.163 Yet, 
once he has been reborn, that failure is no longer evaluated in moral terms, 
because disordering motions naturally overpower women. As Aeschines says in 
the mid-fourth-century speech Against Timarchus, a man who blames a woman, 
“who errs by impulse of nature" (tù ... Kata vow ápagoravobor), lacks 
intelligence (1.185).164 Plato arrives at a similar position later in the Timaeus, 
and extends it to anyone consigned by their body and their education to a life of 
disorder, declaring that incontinence cannot justly be reproached because it is 
due to some bad condition of the body (dia čč novnoàv čētv ttva TOU 
om@patoc) and poor upbringing.16s To the extent that the condition of the body 
is fixed, it lies, like female nature, outside the scope of praise and blame. 

Fixity in this last case, however, turns out to be more complex. On the one 
hand, Plato allows for the possibility that intemperance can be corrected in 
childhood (at least for some natures), a possibility that creates legitimate targets 
of blame: the parents who failed to take care. On the other hand, responsibility 
gravitates toward an ethical subject if it is within his power to change his 
disposition: “One must strive, however, as much as one can, through 
nourishment and study to flee badness and seize its contrary" (nçoOvuntéov 
nv, 67 Tic Ovvara, Kai óux TEONS Kat Òr ÉTTNOEUHATHV LAONUATWV TE 
vuyetlv uèv xakíav, tovvavtiov dé éAetv, Pl. Ti. 87b6-8). By deftly pairing a 
grammatical form that indicates necessity (the verbal adjective meo08vpntéov, 
“one must strive”) with the qualifying phrase “as much as one can” (67 tic 


dvvatat), Plato stakes out the crucial terrain between the realm of necessity 
and an ethics of care. 

I have suggested that the medical writers grant the person two basic 
positions vis-à-vis his body: he can either counter its natural volatility through 
vigilant mastery or suffer the vagaries of embodiment. Whether he is praised or 
blamed for the condition of his body seems to depend largely on his capacity for 
self-mastery. If the body itself, caught in the forces of necessity and nature, 
arrogates causal force, ethical judgments ebb away, and the self becomes just 
another symptom. Given that one must be naturally capable of controlling the 
physical body in order to take responsibility for it, the burden of taking care 
falls most heavily on those with the most to lose. Even a man born healthy and 
strong and raised well can be harmed by his regimen, cautions the author of On 
Regimen.16s Xenophon tells us that Socrates never neglected the body and did 
not praise those who did.167 We can imagine that it was because the physical 
body—volatile, unseen, and implicated in an automatized natural world—could 
seem so daemonic that entrusting life, both biological life and ethical life, to its 
dynamics could seem like ceding control of the human. The tekhne, by restoring 
the conditions for agency, creates a domain where the care of one's own nature 
takes on ethical potential. 

The rise of regimen, with its techniques for mastering “the diseased," 
however understood, latent within human nature, can be seen in part in terms 
of its larger cultural context: in this period—especially, but not only, at Athens 
—the idea of mastering the self was increasingly determining notions of 
freedom and the dynamics of praise and blame.168 But we should be careful not 
to let the familiarity of this milieu, which has been the subject of much study in 
recent years, blind us to the historical and conceptual process through which 
human nature becomes an object of care. Part of this process, I have argued, 
involves the migration of responsibility to the physical body as a cause of 
suffering. This shift, rather than eliminating agents, divides causality between 
corporeal stuffs and forces and the person with the power to manage them. The 
result is a new kind of “ethical substance,” a term that Foucault uses to talk 
about the part of the self that the subject targets reflexively through practices of 
care.169 

It may be more accurate to speak of the emergence of ethical substance 
itself. Character and virtue, it is true, always require nurture in archaic ethics. 170 
Yet these ethical goods are made newly malleable by physical models of the 
human. These models, at least in theory, put health and, to an extent, virtue, in 
reach of more people, while at the same time exaggerating the fragility of these 
goods by grounding them in the physical body. By recognizing the importance 
of the soma to these changes, we can develop a more nuanced account of the 
ethical subject created out of techniques of care. Given how central this subject 
becomes in both philosophical ethics and popular morality, the consequences of 
widening our perspective are far reaching. 

First, scholars have criticized Foucault's analysis of ancient Greek techniques 
of the care of the self, and particularly the “use of pleasures," for relying too 
heavily on norms and regulations and neglecting the messier dimensions of 
sexuality.171 Foucault's critics identify a genuine lacuna in the second and third 


volumes of his History of Sexuality. But if we, in turn, rely on the psychoanalytic 
unconscious—or, now, the brain of cognitive science—to correct Foucault's 
error, we miss the opportunity to think about how techniques of care develop in 
classical Greece through the conceptualization of the physical body in terms of 
a daemonic space inside the self. Over the past two chapters, we have seen that, 
for the medical writers, the body is an ambiguous thing: not only an intelligible 
object of technical mastery but also a site of strange, unruly forces. The 
embodied subject, too, is caught in competing narratives of opposition and 
complicity, agency and suffering. In practice, most medical writers focus on 
how these narratives are realized at the level of natures and bodies. And, 
because they are under the care of physicians, most of the patients we 
encounter in the medical treatises are not subjects of self-knowledge and are 
thus outside the dynamics of praise and blame. Nevertheless, I have argued that 
medicine plays an important role in establishing the framework within which 
taking responsibility for the physical body becomes not just a necessity but an 
ethical obligation. 

Second, scholars have tended to treat various techniques of caring for the 
self as different facets of a single cultural phenomenon. In truth, the nature of 
ethical substance is complicated by a growing rivalry between soma and psukhe. 
The medical writers implicate character and ethical goods in both nature 
(phusis) and the body (soma). The language of (human) nature emphasizes that 
the accounts they advance are inclusive, encompassing all aspects of a person. 
Nevertheless, soma—the most common word in the Hippocratic Corpus, 
appearing more than fourteen hundred times—often functions as a metonym for 
human nature: what these texts show, then, is “that the body can be used to 
give an account of total experience.”172 By blurring the line between phusis and 
soma, the medical writers confirm the significance of a body embedded in the 
dynamics of the physical world to their concepts of the human. 

In other texts, however, we can see the role of the physical body in the 
production of selves coming under challenge. In Republic 3, as we have seen, 
Socrates complains that the excessive care of the soma diverts attention from 
what really matters, namely learning and thinking—activities of the psukhe. If 
we look further, we see that he has even harsher words for regimen. He blames 
physicians for keeping patients alive without ensuring that they live well while, 
even worse, often enabling them to pursue lives of reckless pleasure (3, 405c8- 
d4). The problem of pleasure, it turns out, is not only, as Foucault assumes, a 
point of convergence for techniques of care. It is also a point where these 
techniques diverge to generate differing accounts of human nature and how 
best to protect it. In the late fifth century, we begin to find therapies of the 
psukhē advanced in self-conscious opposition to those advocated by physicians, 
yet indebted to medicine's conceptual-imaginative framework. Considering 
these therapies brings us to the gray zone where the physical body ends and the 
ethical subject begins. 


1 Scholars typically divide the seven Epidemics into three groups: Epidemics I and III (dated 
on inscriptional evidence from Thasos to 410 bce); Epidemics II, IV, and VI, dated by 
Deichgrāber to the early fourth century (though see the discussion of Deichgrāber's dating 


at Grmek 1989.314-17, 317-19 on the grouping of II, IV, and VI); and Epidemics V and 
VIL, dated to the mid-fourth century. On the Epidemics, see the general overview at 
Jouanna 2000.vii-xvii; see further the papers in Baader and Winau 1989 and Langholf 
1990. 

2 The verb čokčw is sometimes used to distance the physician-writer from what the patient 
reports, e.g., Epid. II 2.24 (Li 5.96 — 42 Smith); Epid. V 43 (Li 5.232 — 21,12 Jouanna); 
Epid. VII 25 (Li 5.394 — 66,16-17 Jouanna). But it does not always imply a mismatch 
between appearance and reality. It can also mark how something feels to the physician or 
should feel to the patient, e.g., Artic. 50 (Li 4.224 — 188,14-17 Kühlewein); Morb. II 16 
(Li 7.30 = 151,5-6 Jouanna). 

3 On *daemonic" verbs with the disease, see Jouanna 1988a; 1990a; 1999.335-36. 

4 E.g., Hdt. 1.16, 103. 

s Prog. 15 (Li 2.146-50 — 212,1-214,2 Alex). 

6 The passage is even more interesting for showing physicians using the idea of apostasis 
(see below) to explain to patients what was happening to them. 

7 See Prog. 1 (Li 2.112 = 194,8-9 Alex): tovc ano0avoupévous te kai ocOrjcopévouc 
TIQOVLVWOKWV TE Kai TEOAEYWV. For TECAEYW, see also Acut. Sp. 24 (Li 2.442-44, ch. 10 
= 80,4-6 Joly); Prorrh. TI 2 (Li 9.10, ch. 1 = 222 Potter). The verb rooAčyw has been 
interpreted as both “to predict" and “to speak publicly," and perhaps has both 
connotations: see Marzullo 1986-87.213-15. The public nature of prediction is stressed by 
Edelstein 1967b.69-70, influentially arguing that prognosis increased trust in the 
physician, improved his reputation, and established a consensus about treatment. See also 
Pagel 1939.388-89; Horstmanshoff 1990.181-82; von Staden 1990.110-11. But prognosis 
also risked eroding trust, as we see at Prorrh. II 2 (Li 9.10 — 222 Potter), and casting the 
physician as a showy diviner: see Prorrh. II 2 (Li 9.8 = 220 Potter): où uavxeboopat. See 
also T. Barton 1994.140-43 on charges that Galen was a diviner. For the relationship of 
prognosis to divination, see further Marzullo 1986-87; Radici Colace 1992; Fausti 2002. 

s Prog. 5 (Li 2.122 = 199,7-8 Alex), 12 (Li 2.138-40 = 208,4-5 Alex). Langholf 1983 and 
1990.162-64 sees traces of a "questionnaire" in the symptoms reported in the Epidemics 
and Prognostic. 

» aret aipoooocea, e.g., Coac. 306 (Li 5.650); [onueia] onaouwdea, e.g., Prorrh. I 28 
(Li 5.516 — 78,4 Polack), 104 (Li 5.542 — 89,1-2 Polack). These single symptoms are 
most common in compilations like Coan Prenotations, Crises, Critical Days, and Prorrhetic I. 
10 While sometimes it does not matter to their value when symptoms occur, e.g., Acut. Sp. 
26 (Li 2.448, ch. 10 — 81,9-12 Joly), symptoms are often favorable at one point, less 
favorable at another, e.g., Prog. 14 (Li 2.146 — 211,10-13 Alex). If the disease disappears 
on a day that is not critical, it usually indicates death or relapse, e.g., Prog. 23 (Li 2.178 — 
225,6-8 Alex); Prorrh. II 21 (Li 9.50 = 264 Potter). On critical days, see esp. Epid. I 26 (Li 
2.680, ch. 12 — 202,5-8 Kühlewein). See also Acut. Sp. 21 (Li 2.436, ch. 9 — 78,7-9 
Joly); Carn. 19 (Li 8.612-14 — 202,7-16 Joly); Morb. IV 46-47 (Li 7.572-76 — 100,23- 
103,16 Joly). On critical days and number theory, see Lichtenthaeler 1963.110-11; Thivel 
1981.216-36; and esp. Langholf 1990.79-118. On critical signs (xà koícia [onueta], ta 
kotvovra): Epid. IV 45 (Li 5.186 = 138 Smith), 46 (Li 5.188 = 142 Smith); Epid. VI 3.21 
(Li 5.302 — 72,6-8 Manetti-Roselli); Hum. 5 (Li 5.482-84 — 70 Jones), 6 (Li 5.484-86 — 
72 Jones). All these treatises are traditionally dated to the early fourth century, suggesting 
that the formalization of critical signs may be a slightly later phenomenon than that of 
critical days. The krisis doctrine itself is present but undeveloped in the nosological 
treatises, becoming significant in the Epidemics and related treatises: see Thivel 1981.174- 
89, 216-36; Langholf 1990.61-68, 119-35. 

1 Prog. 15 (Li 2.150 = 213,13-14 Alex). See also Prog. 12 (Li 2.142 = 209,6-7 Alex), 17 
(Li 2.158 — 217,2-3 Alex), 19 (Li 2.164 — 219,8-12 Alex), 22 (Li 2.174 — 223,7-9 Alex), 
24 (Li 2.188 = 230,1-3 Alex); Prorrh. II 15 (Li 9.40 = 256 Potter), 22 (Li 9.50 = 266 
Potter). Lichtenthaeler 1963.125-27 goes so far as to treat signs as mathematical factors. 


But the common verbs suggest evaluation, rather than calculation, as di Benedetto 
1966.322, 327-30 points out avaAoyiCouau Prorrh. II 7 (Li 9.26 = 240 Potter); 
oxkéntopai: Prorrh. II 14 (Li 9.38 = 252 Potter); cvufpáAAonac Prog. 20 (Li 2.172 = 
222,7 Alex); tekuaígopa Prog. 17 (Li 2.158 = 217,3 Alex); brooKkémtopa: Prog. 18 (Li 
2.158 [printing émuoKérttouat] = 217,6 Alex). The weighing of signs to achieve an overall 
impression recurs in the physiognomic tradition: Gleason 1995.33-37. 

12 Contrast Epid. III 16 (Li 3.100-102 = 232,7-19 Kühlewein), where prognosis requires 
knowing the constitution of the seasons and the patient. 

13 XON C’ Jones: wen other MSS Kühlewein Alex. 

14 The author's polemical rejection of disease names may be directed at the model used in 
nosological treatises. See also Acut. 3 (Li 2.226-28, ch. 1 = 37,4-10 Joly). 

is See also, e.g., Prorrh. II 40 (Li 9.70 = 286 Potter): xai yàg TOTO TO or]ueiov TOUTOLOLV 
ópoAoyéov éoriv (for this sign agrees with the others). 

16 TO KakdV appears in M and V and is printed by Littré, Alexanderson, and Jones; C has 
vóonpa. 

1; On the correlation of sign and outcome, see Vegetti 1996.77: “La funzione predittiva del 
segno si basa invece sull'osservazione ripetuta (e presto affidata alla scrittura) di un nesso 
regolare tra fenomeni visibili, senza transito per la supposizione causale, e quindi garantita 
soltanto dalla costanza della reciproca associazione." See also Pigeaud 1990.28. This latter 
kind of empiricism does appear as a self-conscious methodological ideal in the Hellenistic 
period: see M. Frede 1988; Hankinson 1995b. 

18 Langholf 1990. See also G. Lloyd 1979.154-55; Grmek 1989.289-90; H. King 1998.54- 
74, esp. 55-58. 

19 Prog. 24 (Li 2.180 = 227,4-5 Alex). Langholf 1990.85-88 gathers incidental 
descriptions of apostasis. On the concept: Bourgey 1953.238-39; Thivel 1981.204-16; 
Langholf 1990.79—93. 

20 On apostasis and coction, see Langholf 1990.88-92. For coction and cooking, see also 
Schiefsky 2005a.280-83. On judging bodily effluvia, see, e.g., Acut. Sp. 19 (Li 2.434, ch. 8 
= 77,18-23 Joly), 39 (Li 2.474, ch. 15 = 87,1-2 Joly); Morb. I 25 (Li 6.190 = 74,8-16 
Wittern); Morb. IV 42 (Li 7.564 — 96,26-28 Joly); Prog. 12 (Li 2.138-42 — 208,4-210,3 
Alex). It is also important that, if the peccant stuffs are isolated in a part of the body, that 
part can withstand their force: see, e.g., Epid. II 1.7 (Li 5.78 — 24 Smith) and, on the 
delicate role of the physician in such situations, Epid. II 3.8 (Li 5.112 — 56 Smith); Epid. 
VI 2.7 (Li 5.282 = 32,10-34,8 Manetti-Roselli), 2.14 (Li 5.284 = 38,1-5 Manetti-Roselli); 
Hum. 6 (Li 5.484 — 72-74 Jones). 

21 Epid. I 11 (Li 2.632-34, ch. 5 = 189,18-23 Kühlewein). 

22 Cases where a reason is given (with yáọ) for the goodness or badness of a symptom 
explicitly cue this referential field, e.g., Aph. IV.56 (Li 4.522 — 150 Jones; cf. Iudic. 29 [Li 
9.286]), VII.49 (Li 4.590 — 204 Jones); Prog. 12 (Li 2.142 — 209,9 Alex). 

23 See Pigeaud 1988.322-23. Signs of the tongue (xà ts yAwoons onueia) are also signs 
of “the whole body," especially in On Diseases III, e.g., 6 (Li 7.124 = 74,18-21 Potter), 15 
(Li 7.136 = 82,28-84,3 Potter), 16 (Li 7.146 = 88,29-30 Potter); see also Epid. VI 5.8 (Li 
5.318 = 112,1-4 Manetti-Roselli), 5.10 (Li 5.318 = 114,1-3 Manetti-Roselli); Hebd. 42 
(Li 8.660-61 — 64-65 Roscher). Diogenes of Apollonia reportedly held that because the 
tongue received all the vessels of the body, it could reflect the condition of the whole 
body, sick or well: see DK64 A19 (= Thphr. De sens. 43); A22 (= Aét. 4.18.2). 

24 Aer. 9 (Li 2.38-40 — 209,11-210,13 Jouanna), cited above, pp. 27-28. 

25 Prog. 15 (Li 2.150 — 213,3 Alex). See also Aph. 1.25 (Li 4.470 — 108 Jones); Coac. 380 
(Li 5.664), 387 (Li 5.668); Epid. II 1.6 (Li 5.76 = 22 Smith); Epid. VI 1.10 (Li 5.270 = 
10,8-9 Manetti-Roselli), 4.22 (Li 5.314 — 100,4 Manetti-Roselli); Hum. 4 (Li 5.482 — 70 
Jones); Prog. 17 (Li 2.156 — 216,9-14 Alex); Prorrh. I1 6 (Li 9.22 — 236 Potter), 14 (Li 
9.38 — 254 Potter). Patients, too, are located between two extremes, as at Prog. 20 (Li 


2.170 = 222,2-7 Alex); Prorrh. II 11 (Li 9.30 — 246 Potter). On polar thinking in Greek 
thought, see G. Lloyd 1966.15-171. Note that polarization is evident, too, in the Akkadian 
medical prognostic texts (HeefRel 2004.105-8). 

26 See Prog. 1 (Li 2.112 — 194,3-5 Alex). On the dunamis of the soma or the patient, see 
also Morb. III 16 (Li 7.148 — 90,24-26 Potter); Mul. II 133 (Li 8.296), 135 (Li 8.308); 
Prorrh. II 4 (Li 9.14 = 228 Potter); VC 20 (Li 3.256 = 90,6 Hanson); VM 3 (Li 1.578 = 
122,15 Jouanna). See also Niebyl 1969.26-38. 

27 See Jaeger 1944.26-30 and Grmek 1991.16, both making phusis teleological, with the 
cautionary remarks at Jouanna 1999.346-47. The contrast that is often drawn by scholars 
between a quasi-democratic humoral balance and the pathological hegemony of a single 
stuff can obscure the dynamic striving (of the body or of nature) toward balance. 

28 On the relationship between coction and digestion, see Langholf 1990.88-90. 

29 Aph. IV.82 (Li 4.532 — 156 Jones; cf. Coac. 463 [Li 5.688]). 

so On the healthy body in prognosis, see Lichtenthaeler 1963.71-72; di Benedetto 
1966.332-33. On ideas of health in medical writing, see the overview at Jouanna 
1999.323-35, 344-47. 

31 See Prog. 7 (Li 2.130 — 203,5 Alex), 12 (Li 2.138 — 208,5 Alex), 17 (Li 2.156 — 216,8 
Alex). For the vocabulary of óuaAóc/àvcopaAoc, see also Acut. Sp. 53 (Li 2.500, ch. 21 = 
92,2 Joly); Coac. 273 (Li 5.642); Epid. TI 3.11 (Li 5.112 = 56 Smith); Epid. VI 8.8 (Li 5.346 
= 172,5 Manetti-Roselli); Hum. 13 (Li 5.494 = 86 Jones); Prog. 7 (Li 2.126 = 201,1 
Alex), 15 (Li 2.150 = 213,5 Alex); Prorrh. II 7 (Li 9.24 = 238 Potter). 

32 “[Ces signes] nous apparaissent plutôt comme des notations pittoresques que comme de 
véritables signes de maladies" (Thivel 1981.43). See also Thivel 1985.487-88. 

33 Limbs askew: Prog. 3 (Li 2.120 = 197,13 Alex). 

34 See also Acut. Sp. 23 (Li 2.440, ch. 9 = 79,7-9 Joly); Epid. VII 3 (Li 5.370 = 51,14 
Jouanna); Prog. 11 (Li 2.134 — 206,4 Alex). 

35 On explanations of sleep in the Hippocratic Corpus, see Marelli 1983; Byl 1998. 

36 Tongue biting: Epid. V 53 (Li 5.238 = 24,14 Jouanna; cf. Epid. VII 74 [Li 5.432 = 93,7 
Jouanna]). On the importance of narrative to case study in the Epidemics, see Pearcy 1992. 
37 Cannot stop moving from pain: Epid. I, case II (Li 2.686 = 204,1 Kühlewein), case VIII 
(Li 2.702 — 209,24 Kühlewein), case XII (Li 2.712 — 212,24 Kühlewein); Epid. V 61 (Li 
5.242 — 28,2 Jouanna; cf. Epid. VII 33 [Li 5.402 — 72,4 Jouanna]); Epid. VII 10 (Li 5.382 
— 58,12-14 Jouanna), 93 (Li 5.448 — 105,10-11 Jouanna); Int. 7 (Li 7.184 — 94 Potter); 
Morb. II 16 (Li 7.30 = 150,15-16 Jouanna); Morb. III 7 (Li 7.126 = 74,29-31 Potter), 13 
(Li 7.132 — 80,19-20 Potter). Cannot move from pain: Epid. VII 3 (Li 5.370 — 51,16-18 
Jouanna); Int. 1 (Li 7.168 — 72 Potter). Pigeaud 1987.16 nn.11-13 catalogs such cases in 
Epidemics I and III. See also Villard 2006.75-77 on the myriad effects of pain on the 
patient. Loss of control over voluntary functions: Aph. IV.52 (Li 4.522 = 148 Jones), 
VII.83 (Li 4.606 — 214 Jones); Coac. 485 (Li 5.694); Epid. III, case XII (Li 3.64 — 223,19- 
20 Kühlewein); Epid. IV 46 (Li 5.188 — 142 Smith); Epid. V 42 (Li 5.232 — 21,9-10 
Jouanna); Epid. VI 1.13 (Li 5.272 = 14,9-10 Manetti-Roselli); Epid. VII 25 (Li 5.398 = 
68,8 Jouanna); Morb. II 21 (Li 7.36 = 155,13-14 Jouanna); Prog. 11 (Li 2.138 = 207,8- 
10 Alex) Prorrh. I 29 (Li 5.516 = 78,5 Polack), 78 (Li 5.530 = 84,6-8 Polack). The 
Hippocratic writers have a rich vocabulary to express delirium: see Byl 2006.22-24. For 
patients “outside” themselves (€& Ewutov, ēkrogGev): e.g., Epid. V 85 (Li 5.252 = 39,5 
Jouanna; cf. Epid. VII 90 [Li 5.446 — 103,20 Jouanna]); Epid. VII 45 (Li 5.412 — 79,20 
Jouanna), 85 (Li 5.444 — 101,3 Jouanna). 

ss Prog. 20 (Li 2.170 — 222,6 Alex); Galen Hipp.Prog. 3.8 (Kühn 18b.249). Galen offers two 
interpretations, “to be delirious" or “to toss about," but advocates the first on the basis of 
the gloss cited above. Others derive the word, he tells us, from the movement of the eyes. 
3» Montiglio 2000.229; see also Ciani 1987; Boehm 2002.269. Already in Homer, the 
shades of the dead are marked by the qualities of their voices (Il. 23.101; Od. 24.5, 9). 


40 See also Acut. Sp. 6 (Li 2.402-4, ch. 4 — 70,16-21 Joly), 10 (Li 2.414, ch. 6 — 73,6-7 
Joly); Coac. 91 (Li 5.532-34), 240-54 (Li 5.636-38); Epid. II 6.2 (Li 5.132 = 82 Smith); 
Epid. V 55 (Li 5.238 — 25,12 Jouanna; cf. Epid. VII 75 [Li 5.434 — 94,3 Jouanna]); Epid. 
VI 7.1 (Li 5.334 — 146,1-5 Manetti-Roselli); Epid. VII 41 (Li 5.408 — 77,6-7 Jouanna). 
On lack of articulation: Epid. V 74 (Li 5.246-48 — 34,6-8 Jouanna; cf. Epid. VII 36 [Li 
5.404 — 74,11-12 Jouanna]); Epid. VI 7.1 (Li 5.334 — 148,8-9 Manetti-Roselli); Epid. VII 
5 (Li 5.374 = 54,13-16 Jouanna), 8 (Li 5.378 = 56,21-25 Jouanna); Morb. III 13 (Li 
7.132-34 = 80,21-22 Potter); Prorrh. I 54 (Li 5.524 = 81,7-8 Polack), 55 (Li 5.524 = 
81,8-9 Polack; cf. Coac. 243 [Li 5.636]). See Gourevitch 1983 on the range of symptoms 
associated with the loss of the voice. Kuriyama 1999.136-37 relates the voice to corporeal 
articulation. 

41 Vernant 1991b.45. 

42 See Grmek 1987.132-35. For the impact of the face and eyes on prognosis, see Epid. II 
2.8 (Li 5.88 = 32 Smith); Epid. VI 2.17 (Li 5.286 = 40,7-9 Manetti-Roselli), 4.22 (Li 
5.312 = 98,4 Manetti-Roselli). 

43 See also Morb. III 2 (Li 7.120 = 72,6 Potter). 

44 Prorrh. II 3 (Li 9.12 = 226 Potter). On individual norms, see Temkin 1963.634-35, 
noting, too, the skepticism in later Greek medicine as to whether a science of the 
individual was possible; Gundert 2000.34-35; Giambalvo 2002.66-69. 

4s Eyes in sleep: Prog. 2 (Li 2.116-18 — 196,6-197,1 Alex). Lying on the belly: Prog. 3 (Li 
2.120 — 198,1-3 Alex). Grinding teeth: Prog. 3 (Li 2.120 — 198,6-7 Alex); see also Prorrh. 
I 48 (Li 5.522 = 80,12-13 Polack). 

46 Epid. IV 15 (Li 5.152 — 104 Smith). See, too, Prorrh. 1 44 (Li 5.522 — 80,8-9 Polack); 
Epid. III, case XI (Li 3.134 = 241,10 Kühlewein); Epid. VII 10 (Li 5.382 = 58,8-9 
Jouanna), 11 (Li 5.384 — 60,15 Jouanna), 25 (Li 5.396 — 67,9-13 Jouanna). 

4; From very different perspectives: Pagel 1939; Vlastos 1946.55 n.11; Diller 1964.36; Hall 
1974.285-90; Bourgey 1975; Pigeaud 1987.23-24; Wittern 1987.86-88; Schubert 1996; 
Andó 2002; Giambalvo 2002. Individualism was long associated with the Coan treatises, 
while Cnidian treatises were thought to be more focused on disease entities: see, e.g., 
Boncompagni 1972; Wittern 1987.71. For a corrective to this "anti-patient" view of the 
nosological treatises, see Langholf 1990.60-61. Nevertheless, as my own organization of 
the material suggests, different treatises adopt palpably different perspectives on the 
symptom. 

48 Worman 2002.5; 6-7, 17-40 on the importance of the visual field to the presentation of 
the self. See also C. Gill 1990b; Halliwell 1990.43-56; Winkler 1990b.64-67; Vernant 
1991c.70; Bassi 1998; 2003; Holmes, forthcoming (a). On the semiotics of character in 
later antiquity, see Gleason 1995. 

49 Worman 2002.30. 

so On the problem of what organizes the body, see also Grmek 1991.14-18. 

sı Epid. I 12 (Li 2.638 = 190,19 Kühlewein): tò OeQuov koareīrai. On “vital,” innate heat 
(tò ovuburov Oeguóv, TO £uputov OeoHov, TO DeQudv): Aph. 1.14 (Li 4.466 = 104 
Jones), 1.15 (Li 4.446 = 104-6 Jones); Morb. I 11 (Li 6.158 = 28,4-5 Wittern); Vict. II 62 
(Li 6.576 = 184,23-24 Joly-Byl); VM 16 (Li 1.608 = 139,13 Jouanna). See also Liq. 2 (Li 
6.122 = 165,23 Joly), referring to oixetov GkArog. At Carn. 2 (Li 8.584 = 188,12-14 
Joly), heat is immortal and endowed with omnisentience and omnipotence. In the Timaeus, 
fire and breath are necessary for life (76e7-77a2), although the psukhé organizes growth. 
Heat becomes a key concept in Aristotle's biology, where it is a precondition of the soul's 
functions (GA 739a9-12, b20-26; PA 652b7-17): see Solmsen 1957. 

s2 At Flat. 4 (Li 6.96 = 107,10-12 Jouanna), air is both the cause of life (aitioc tov piov) 
in living things and the cause of disease, though intelligence is related to the blood (as for 
Empedocles). At Morb. Sacr. 16 (Li 6.390 — 29,4-8 Jouanna), air is central to intelligence. 
For the relationship of both treatises to Diogenes of Apollonia (and Anaximenes), see 


Jouanna 1988b.26-29; 2003.Ixv-Ixx. The cause of the embryo's organic growth is nvedpa 
at Genit./Nat. Puer. 12 (Li 7.486-88 — 53,1-55,3 Joly), 17 (Li 7.496 — 59,9-12 Joly). 
Lonie 1981.148-56 compares the views of the Hippocratic author on this point to those of 
his Presocratic contemporaries. 

ss On life-force meanings, see Claus 1981, esp. 122-40. For the medical writers, see 
Gundert 2000.18 n.29. At Nat. Hom. 6 (Li 6.44 — 178,15-17 Jouanna), the author's 
opponents are said to consider blood flowing from a wound to be the psukhe in a person, 
but the author himself always talks about human phusis. See also Vict. I 28 (Li 6.502 = 
144,17-22 Joly-Byl), discussed above, chapter 2, n.83. 

s4 For the word's frequency, see the tables and lists in Gallego Pérez 1996.424 and Byl 
2002.47. On phusis in the medical texts, see Beardslee 1918.31-42; Michler 1962; D. 
Manetti 1973; Ayache 1992; Andó 2002; Giambalvo 2002; von Staden 2007b. On phusis 
more generally, see above, chapter 2 n.3. 

ss Genit./Nat. Puer. 27 (Li 7.528 = 77,4-7 Joly). See D. Manetti 1973.436—37; Naddaf 
2005.20-22. 

se Vict. I 2 (Li 6.468 = 122,23-27 Joly-Byl). 

57 Loc. 2 (Li 6.278 = 38,4 Craik). 

ss Epid. VI 5.1 (Li 5.314 = 100,7-102,2 Manetti-Roselli). See also Hum. 9 (Li 5.490 = 80 
Jones), with Pigeaud 2006.41-44; Vict. I 15 (Li 6.490 = 136,28-138,1 Joly-Byl): 1) oocic 
avtouátr TAUTA £TIOTATAI, with Ayache 1992; Andò 2002.116-20, pointing out that 
Hippocratic physicians tend to intervene, rather than letting nature run its course. See also 
Alim. 15 (Li 9.102 — 141,24 Joly), 39 (Li 9.112 — 145,12 Joly), probably from the 
Hellenistic period. 

so Acut. 43 (Li 2.316, ch. 11 = 54,22-23 Joly): doa te ńuéwv T] otc Kai 1] &&ic 
ÉKAOTOLOLV EKTEKVOL TABEA xai eióea ravtrota. The author's opponents are a matter of 
debate. His own practice is visible at Acut. 34 (Li 2.296, ch. 9 = 50,4-8 Joly), 53 (Li 
2.336, ch. 15 — 59,8-11 Joly). 

60 On differences according to sex: see, e.g., Acut. 61 (Li 2.358, ch. 16 = 63,15-16 Joly); 
Epid. 11 (Li 2.602 — 181,6 Kühlewein), 16 (Li 2.646 — 193,6-7 Kühlewein); Epid. II 3.16 
(Li 5.116 — 60 Smith); Epid. V 89 (Li 5.254 — 40,12-14 Jouanna; cf. Epid. VII 95 [Li 
5.450 — 106,10-12 Jouanna]); Epid. VI 7.1 (Li 5.334 — 146,11-148,1 Manetti-Roselli). 
On differences related to external appearance: e.g., Epid. I 19 (Li 2.656-58 = 195,15- 
196,13 Kühlewein); Epid. VI 3.10 (Li 5.296 = 62,1-3 Manetti-Roselli), 3.13 (Li 5.298 = 
66,4—7 Manetti-Roselli); Salubr. 2 (Li 6.74 — 208,9-14 Jouanna, as Nat. Hom. 17), 7 (Li 
6.84 — 216,18; 218,4-6 Jouanna, as Nat. Hom. 22). On differences according to age, e.g., 
Epid. 1 10 (Li 2.630 — 188,23-189,1 Kühlewein), 12 (Li 2.638 — 190,16-20 Kühlewein); 
Epid. III 4 (Li 3.70-72 = 225,10-13 Kühlewein), 8 (Li 3.84 = 228,8-11 Kühlewein.); Epid. 
VII 105 (Li 5.456 = 110,3-4 Jouanna); Loc. 47 (Li 6.348 = 88,31-32 Craik); Nat. Hom. 15 
(Li 6.68 = 204,15-21 Jouanna); Salubr. 2 (Li 6.74-76 = 208,14-20 Jouanna, as Nat. 
Hom. 17). 

61 See also Hum. 8 (Li 5.488 = 78 Jones) and Demont 2002 on Géneiv. 

62 Epid. III 14 (Li 3.96-98 = 231,12-18 Kühlewein). For types of constitution (phlegmatic, 
bilious, etc.), see also Acut. 62 (Li 2.358, ch. 17 = 63,25-64,1 Joly); Epid. II 3.15 (Li 5.116 
— 60 Smith); Epid. IV 20f (Li 5.160 = 110 Smith); Epid. VI 4.19 (Li 5.312 = 96,4-7 
Manetti-Roselli), 6.14 (Li 5.330 = 138,1-8 Manetti-Roselli), 7.6 (Li 5.340 = 156,7-158,4 
Manetti-Roselli); Morb. III 16 (Li 7.146-48 — 90,15-22 Potter); Nat. Hom. 9 (Li 6.54 — 
190,5-12 Jouanna); Nat. Mul. 33 (Li 7.370 — 45,17-46,7 Bourbon); Steril. 213 (Li 8.412 
= 144,14-15 Grensemann); Vict. I 2 (Li 6.468 — 122,26 Joly-ByD. The role of the 
patient's constitution in disease is hotly debated in later medicine: see Hankinson 
1998a.374-79 on the debate between Galen and Erasistratus on antecedent causes. 

63 E.g., Epid. III, case VI (Li 3.52 = 221,2 Kühlewein): rv dé tt kai ovyyeviKov hOtvwdec. 
On the transmission of “sickly seed," see Aer. 14 (Li 2.60 — 224,17-225,4 Jouanna); 
Genit./Nat. Puer. 8 (Li 7.480 = 49,20-22 Joly); Morb. Sacr. 2 (Li 6.364 = 10,14-18 


Jouanna); Democr. (DK68) A141 (— Aét. 5.3.6). On expressions used to denote hereditary 
and congenital causes, see von Staden 1990.94. On heredity in general: Grmek 1991. 

64 On medicine and debates about human nature, see also Carn. 1 (Li 8.584 = 188,6-11 
Joly); Nat. Hom. 1 (Li 6.32 = 164,5-8 Jouanna); Vict. I 2 (Li 6.468 = 122,22-24 Joly- 
Byl); Pl. Smp. 189d5, where Aristophanes' declaration that he will speak on human nature 
(f| àvOownivn vois) looks like part of his parody of Eryximachus’s medical discourse. 
See also G. Lloyd 1979.92-97; Wesoly 1987; Jouanna 1992; 2002.223-24; Thomas 2000, 
esp. 153-61; Schiefsky 2005a.38-40. On lexical expressions for human nature in the 
medical writers, see Gallego Pérez 1996.426. 

ss The dating of this treatise has been controversial. Festugiére (1948.60) argued that it 
should be placed as early as 440 bce, while Diller claimed that the author is responding to 
Plato: see Jouanna 1990b.84-85, who places it around 420-410 bce. For a late fifth- 
century date, see also H. Miller 1955.52, with n.7; G. Lloyd 1963; Vegetti 1998; Cooper 
2004.6; Schiefsky 2005a.63-64. Hankinson 1992 leans toward a fourth-century date. I 
assume a date in the last quarter of the fifth century, given the reference to Empedocles 
and the popularity in this period of the Kulturgeschichte the author offers. 

66 I find attractive Langholf's suggestion that we transform the relative oi into the article oi 
to create the expression "those [who have written] about nature" (see Jouanna 
1990b.207). The verb yeyodbaoiv, which would be implied in the shorthand phrase ot 
negi ģtatoc, could thus serve as the main verb; otherwise, we need to read yeyoádoaociv 
twice or supply a similar verb. 

s; Much in this phrase, and, indeed, in this passage as a whole, is ambiguous. On the term 
oopiotc, see Jouanna 1990b.206. I take ouocodír to refer to a form of inquiry that is 
primarily defined by theoretical speculation, the exchange of arguments, and totalizing 
ambitions (see Laks 2006.67-81, 71-73 on this passage) and exemplified by those who 
write treatises *on nature," like Empedocles. In these treatises, the physicists presumably 
would have extended their physical theories to encompass anthropogony, biology, and 
physiology (introduction, n.81). Indeed, it is what such treatises say about ^what a human 
being is" that interests both our author and those whom I take to be his main targets: 
physicians and sophists who insist that the anthropological-anthropogonical aspects of the 
inquiry into nature are indispensable to the practice of medicine. It is in part because the 
author is talking about what those who write on nature say about human nature that there 
is so much confusion about what he means when he refers to vot. Matters are further 
complicated by the fact that the author himself frequently uses dvotc in different senses— 
eighteen times in addition to the four uses here (see also VM 2 [Li 1.572 — 119,18 
Jouanna], where Jouanna prints roi [not Lind.: poor A: puoer As: poet M]). Of these 
twenty-two cases, thirteen refer to human nature (the other uses pertain, e.g., to the cic 
of parts of the body), as indicated either by the context or, in six instances, by the genitive 
tov &vOocmov or the adjective &vOocrívr. Most commentators assume that, in the 
passage cited above, every reference to cic means either “nature” in general (Cooper 
2004.13-14 n.16, 38-39 n.47; see also Nestle 1938.23 n.1; Festugiére 1948.18) or “human 
nature" (Jouanna 1990b.208; Schiefsky 2005a.304-5, 311; 2005b). I think the author's 
position is more rhetorically complex than it has been portrayed. Two points are worth 
noting. First, elsewhere in the treatise, he specifies “human” nature unless “human” is 
clear from the context. Second, the phrase negi ģvotocg, which occurs in the treatise only 
here, probably carries a quasi-technical meaning associated with the inquiry into nature. I 
interpret the first use of buoic in terms of this meaning. In the following cases, however, 
after the writer has specified the kinds of questions his opponents are asking (e.g., what 
constitutes a human being?), negi ootoc probably has the more narrow sense of what of 
the inquiry into nature touches on human nature. Nevertheless, the phrase is sufficiently 
ambiguous without the qualification of tov avOgwmov or avOgwnivns that the author 
feels the need to restate his target area of concern, that is, what of the inquiry into nature 
touches on human nature, in the next sentence (Aéyw dé tavtny Tv iotoginv ...): see 


Schiefsky 2005a.310-11. In the last instance of meoi pvotog, the author may be 
confronting his opponents head-on by imbuing coic with the double sense of the object 
of his opponents’ investigations (human nature as it falls within a larger inquiry into 
nature) and the object of his own (human nature more narrowly understood): the 
physician must know this (xovxo) about (human) nature, not what he gets out of treatises 
“on nature," but what a human being is rtoóc ta &oOiópevá Te xai ruvópeva. By this 
point, the repeated specification of nature as “what a human being is ..." makes it possible 
for the author to use cocic twice more in the chapter to refer to human nature without a 
qualifying term. In short, I think the author has human nature foremost in his mind 
throughout the diatribe, as his specifications indicate. Yet he does not use tov àvOgocrtov 
or &vOocrmívr, to qualify oic in order to trade on the charge of the phrase negi Pvotoc, 
a phrase that both easily identifies his opponents and sets them up to have their authority 
in matters of ^what a human being is" appropriated by the author. By the end of the 
attack, he has succeeded in making the phrase regi pvotog refer to his own views on 
human nature and, specifically, to “what a human being is in relation to what he eats and 
drinks." 

68 Stressed by Schiefsky 2005a.294-95; 2005b.72. 

6 See Vict. I 2 (Li 6.468 — 122,23-25 Joly-ByD, where constituent stuffs define human 
nature. 

70 VM 1 (Li 1.572 = 119,4-5 Jouanna). On what is meant by hupothesis, see G. Lloyd 1963; 
Hankinson 1992; Cooper 2004.19-23; Schiefsky 2005a.120-26. For arguments against the 
hot and the cold as causal factors, see chapters 16-20. 

71 VM 1 (Li 1.572 = 119,7-10 Jouanna). Cf. 13 (Li 1.598-600 = 133,7-134,17 Jouanna) 
and Nat. Hom. 1 (Li 6.32-34 — 164,12-166,9 Jouanna). Cooper 2004.10-18 persuasively 
demonstrates that the opponents in chapters 2 and 13 are the same as those in chapter 20; 
see also Schiefsky 2005a.24; 2005b.74-75. 

72 VM 1 (Li 1.572 = 119,4-7 Jouanna). The idea of clarity recurs throughout the treatise: 
terms such as davegdov and àñAov often indicate both what is experientially clear and 
what is logically clear: e.g., 1 (Li 1.570 — 118,7 Jouanna), 2 (Li 1.572 — 120,2 Jouanna), 
6, tris (Li 1.582 — 125,6,8,13 Jouanna), 18 (Li 1.612 — 142,6 Jouanna). 

73 See Hankinson 1998a.64—69; Cooper 2004; Schiefsky 2005a. The author has been 
accused of advancing hypotheses of his own: see G. Lloyd 1966.83; 1979.147. 

74 This point is usually overlooked. Scholars tend to align the knowing subject with the 
physician and equate perception with seeing. Pigeaud 1977 is a notable exception. 

75 VM 3 (Li 1.576 = 121,5-12 Jouanna). 

76 VM 3 (Li 1.574-76 = 121,2-5 Jouanna). Compare Democr. (DK68) B144, although 
Schiefsky 2005a.50 is rightly skeptical about a direct Democritean influence. See also 
Dunn 2005.56-60, stressing the role of contingency in the Hippocratic author's account of 
progress. On the relationship of On Ancient Medicine to Kulturgeschichte, see H. Miller 
1949.190-99; 1955; Dunn 2005; Schiefsky 2005a.157-60. On Kulturgeschichte more 
generally, see Cole 1990. 

7; On the automatism of nature versus intelligent and volitional human action, see also 
Vict. III 68 (Li 6.600 = 198,12-15 Joly-Byl), contrasting the unthinking adjustment of 
trees to seasonal change with the need for people to undertake preparations themselves, 
with Joly 1960.130-31; E. Cyc. 332-33 (1) yn 6 aväykn, Kav O0éAr Kav ui OéAr, / 
TIKTOUJA TOLAV TĀLA Tiaivel Bota, the earth out of necessity, willingly or unwillingly, 
producing grass feeds my flocks). 

7s Pigeaud 1977.207. 

7» Though dietetics keeps being refined for those with specialized needs, such as athletes 
(VM 4, Li 1.580 = 123,14-17 Jouanna). 

so See VM 20 (Li 1.624 = 147,16-17 Jouanna): diadégovow ... ai púas. See also Fract. 
35 (Li 3.536-38 = 99,22-100,1 Kühlewein); Vict. III 67 (Li 6.592 = 194,4-5 Joly-Byl); 


and above, chapter 3, n.84. 

sı Weak natures: VM 10 (Li 1.592-94 = 130,14, 131,9-10 Jouanna). Cheese: VM 20 (Li 
1.622-24 = 147,1-148,2 Jouanna). 

s2 VM 6 (Li 1.582-84 = 125,5-126,2 Jouanna). 

ss Galen imagines a physician who has experienced every kind of pain himself as an 
impossible ideal (Loc. Aff. 2.6, Kühn 8.88-89). But cf. Pl. R. 3, 408d8-e5. 

84 On oxvoxácacOau, see Ingenkamp 1983 and Jouanna 1990b.172—73. 

ss See also Vict. I 2 (Li 6.470 — 124,17-24 Joly-Byl) on the difficulty of matching regimen 
“to the nature of each" (rtoóc &xáoxov oor). 

se For a defense of the objective genitive, see Lain Entralgo 1975.305-10; Thivel 1981.331; 
Bratescu 1983. These scholars are hard-pressed to corroborate the claim with internal 
support (Bratescu offers no evidence, while all of Laín Entralgo's is from other treatises). 

s; Dean-Jones 1995.52; see also Jouanna 1990b.174. Schiefsky 2005a.191-92 distinguishes 
this position from the Protagorean doctrine “man is the measure of all things" as it is 
expressed in Plato's Theaetetus; Demont 2005.273-75 sees more overlap between the 
Hippocratic author and the Apology that Socrates assigns Protagoras. Deichgräber 1933 
accepts the subjective genitive, but is so troubled by its implications for the authority of 
the physician that he proposes changing aicOnotv to ói&Orotv (the patient's condition); 
Müri 1936 soundly rejects the emendation. 

ss On "reciprocal pedagogy," see Pigeaud 1977.200. Cf. Art. 7 (Li 6.10-12 — 231,11-17 
Jouanna), where physician and patient are pitted against each other in a zero-sum contest 
to evade blame: oi uev yao Uytatvovon yvoun ue0 Vytatvovtos GOHATOG &yxeipéovuot, 
AOYIOQUEVOL vá TE TIAOEOVTA xv TE magotyouévov TA Ópoíoc dLATEOÉVTA TOLOL 
TLAQEOVOLV DOTE TOTE OeganevÂévTa eineīv W àrajAAa£av, où d OÙTE À KAHVOUOLV OÙTE 
dU À KAUVOLOLV, OÙ O TL ÈK t&v TTAOEOVTOV ÉOTAL oU O TL EK t&v TOUTOLOLV OLOIWV 
yivetat eióóxec Emitaooovtat ([The physicians] take up their task with healthy judgment 
in a healthy body, having reasoned about the present case and past cases analogous to the 
present case in order to be able to say with what therapy other patients survived, but the 
others [i.e., patients] receive orders, knowing neither what they are suffering nor on 
account of what they are suffering, nor what will be the outcome of their present situation 
nor what usually happens in situations similar to this one). 

so The author routinely distinguishes the specialist (bnmiovoyéc, xeloortxvnjs, iNtedc) 
from the layperson (ônuôtne, iðiwrns). 

9o The terms used of knowledge acquisition in the text pertain to reasoning, investigating, 
and searching, rather than "seeing": see, for example, Cntéw (VM 4, Li 1.580 = 123,16 
Jouanna); Aoyiou6c (12, Li 1.596 = 133,4 Jouanna); oxénrouat (11, Li 1.594 = 131,11 
Jouanna); oxéwic (4, Li 1.580 = 123,13 Jouanna). 

91 For this reading, see Müri 1936.468-69. See also Festugière 1948.59—60; Pigeaud 
1977.215-16. Schiefsky accepts aisthesis as the body's reaction to a dunamis, but argues 
that, because the patient's body is not inanimate, the author means the body's reaction “as 
it is perceived by the patient” (2005a.199, emphasis in original). Yet the author indicates no 
such specification. 

92 Although, in the long list of symptoms (e.g., dizziness, troubled dreams, bitterness in the 
mouth, loss of pleasure in food) at VM 10 (Li 1.592-94 — 130,9-131,9 Jouanna), the 
patient is the primary observer—indeed, an unusual situation in the medical writings. 

93 VM 3 (Li 1.578 = 122,15-123,3 Jouanna). See also 14 (Li 1.600-602 = 135,14-136,5 
Jouanna). This insight, though it has a basis in qualities (e.g., the salty, the bitter) that can 
be perceived in foods, is not obvious: others continue to (mistakenly) fault the hot and the 
cold for pain. 

»4 The author's theory of powers has similarities with Alcmaeon's theories: see Wellmann 
1930; cf. Schiefsky 2005a.48-49, with n.111, noting important differences. For a summary 
and discussion of the physiological theory in On Ancient Medicine, see Schiefsky 


2005a.229-35, and 239, 246-48 on qualitative difference. 

95 Cited above, pp. 162-64. The author continues by remarking that the disruption caused 
by unblended foods is just like the disruption caused by a power that stands alone (VM 14, 
Li 1.602-4 = 136,16-21 Jouanna) The comparison supports Schiefsky's argument 
(2005a.234-35) that the model of the human body as a mixture is implicitly developed on 
analogy with the understanding of food as a mixture. 

96 See also VM 14 (Li 1.600 = 135,7-14 Jouanna). 

97 See also Acut. 1 (Li 2.224, ch. 1 = 36,2-10 Joly); Vict. III 70 (Li 6.606 = 202,11-12 
Joly-Byl). 

ss For variation in the intensity of a “bad feeling," see also VM 10 (Li 1.592 = 130,9 
Jouanna). In the imperial period, Archigenes, in the interest of improving the “translation” 
system, develops a more precise terminology for pain: see Pigeaud 1999.127-38. 
Criticizing this approach, Galen concludes that such precision is impossible: pain, being 
private, is unspeakable (äoontoc), so that pain suffered by another is ultimately 
unknowable (ayvwortos, Loc.Aff. 2.9 = 8.117 Kühn). 

9» VM 3 (Li 1.576 = 121,9 Jouanna): mao ēkTog àvOoorov. 

100 VM 16 (Li 1.612 — 141,8-11 Jouanna). On "the spontaneous," see above, pp. 143-47. 
101 VM 5 (Li 1.580 = 124,7-9 Jouanna). 

102 Foucault 1985.6-7; see also Foucault 1997.223-51, 281-301. John Tambornino 
2002.118-23 offers another angle on biofeedback and subject formation. 

103 For phusis with dUvayiau VM 3, bis (Li 1.578 = 122,16, 123,2 Jouanna), 7 (Li 1.584 = 
126,10 Jouanna), 14 (Li 1.602 = 136,4 Jouanna). The verb Svvapat may also be used 
with people understood as virtually interchangeable with their natures (e.g., 5, Li 1.582 — 
124,16 Jouanna). For óóvapau used with knowing agents or the art, see 12 (Li 1.596 = 
133,2-5 Jouanna) 14 (Li 1.600 — 135,7-10 Jouanna), 21 (Li 1.626 — 148,17-19 
Jouanna). 

104 €EEVONVTAL ye utv où tolor BovANVEtoty, AAA xovxov totor óvvrjOgiowwObvavrau DE 
oict TA TE THS NAÖEINGS ur] ĒKTOŠANV, TA TE TG PUGLOG ur] Atalainwça (Art. 9, Li 6.16 = 
235,5-8 Jouanna). See also Art. 4 (Li 6.6 = 228, 2-5 Jouanna); Pl. Phdr. 268a9-b3. 

105 Loc. 46 (Li 6.342 — 84,17-24 Craik), cited in full above, pp. 143-44. 

106 On the relationship of the generic features of texts to their intended audiences, see van 
der Eijk 1997.86-89. 

107 VM 14 (Li 1.602-4 = 136,20-21 Jouanna): xagacoópe0a. See also 7 (Li 1.584 = 
126,7 Jouanna), 15 (Li 1.604 — 137,19 Jouanna). The first-person plural is also extended 
to verbs of inquiry, for example, okeboueOa at VM 5 (Li 1.580 = 123,18 Jouanna). On 
the appeal in medical writing to general human experience, see Diller 1932.40; van der 
Eijk 1997.116-17; Laskaris 2002.129-32. 

105 VM 18 (Li 1.612-16 — 142,6-143,6 Jouanna). 

109 Langholf 1997-2004.920-21. In addition to the presiding physician, there would have 
been observing, and perhaps dissenting, physicians: see Epid. V 14 (Li 5.212 — 8,19-20 
Jouanna), 95 (Li 5.254-56 — 42,3-14 Jouanna; cf. Epid. VII 121 [Li 5.466 — 116,17- 
117,9 Jouanna]), with Nutton 1995.16-17. 

110 Prorrh. II 3-4 (Li 9.12-20 = 224-34 Potter) outlines a series of signs for detecting 
disobedience. On premature feelings of recovery, see Artic. 9 (Li 4.100 — 124,7-11 
Kühlewein). 

111 Art. 7 (Li 6.12 = 232,7-11 Jouanna). 

112 Of course, if the patient circumvents this difficulty by conversing with the physician, 
we return to a model where noncompliance is a possibility. 

13 Art. 7 (Li 6.10-12 — 231,11-232,3 Jouanna), cited in part above, n.88. 

14 On the delicate question of the physician's blame, see von Staden 1990; see also 
Pigeaud 1990, arguing that the physician relieves the patient of responsibility; 
Horstmanshoff and Rosen 2003, on the honor at stake for the physician in tackling difficult 


diseases. Physicians may have been tried for incompetence, but they show up in our legal 
evidence more often as “expert witnesses" (Amundsen and Ferngren 1977). 

15 Hankinson 2006.44—50 discusses obligations to care for the body in the ancient world 
from the perspective of modern imperatives of body care. 

116 These lines are also found verbatim at Salubr. 9 (Li 6.86 — 220,8-10 Jouanna, as Nat. 
Hom. 24). The content of the treatise appears so technical that Paul Potter, the most recent 
editor, argues that the proem must be a frame, into which a specialist treatise has been set 
(1988a.4-5). Others, however, have seen the proem as further evidence of educated 
interest in medicine: see van der Eijk 1997.86-87; Schiefsky 2005a.41-42; see also 
Jouanna 1974.262-63. 

117 Vict. IV 87 (Li 6.642 = 218,20-22 Joly-Byl). On causes and care, see also Vict. I 2 (Li 
6.468 = 122,27-124,4 Joly-ByD; VM 23 (Li 1.634 = 153,5-6 Jouanna): à det mavra 
eldévat T] Olapēgei, OTVG TA aitia ÉKAOTOV eiócc óg0cc PVĀAJOTNTAI. 

us The passage continues: ts yae avr]; GUVĒDIOG ÉOTLV oneg TO eióévat viv VOUOWV 
TA atia, xai TO Beganevetv AVTĀS &ríovacOat roro THOL Beganetņatv al xcÀbovot 
TĀ vocrjuaxa ueyaAovecOau (For it is the task of the same intelligence on which knowing 
the cause of diseases depends to know how to treat them with all the therapies that keep 
diseases from growing larger, Li 6.20 = 238,2-5 Jouanna); see also Flat. 1 (Li 6.92 = 
104,1-4 Jouanna). On the idea that experience gives people some knowledge of their 
bodies, see, e.g., Mul. I 62 (Li 8.126 = 112,23-114,2 Grensemann), where, with time, 
women become experienced in their affections; on the experienced woman in Hippocratic 
gynecology, see further A. Hanson 1990.309-10. See also Morb. I 22 (Li 6.184 — 64,13-15 
Wittern): older men “understand more and take better care of their affections" (ēratovot 
H&AAov xai érapiéAovtat u&AAov x&v naOruácov). On the patient's knowledge, see also 
above, p. 168. 

119 As I noted in the introduction, Foucault's work on the care of the self gives little sense 
of how this care takes shape. Most work by historians of ancient philosophy on the care of 
the self has not paid enough attention to medical writing. 

120 For the dating of the treatise, see Joly 1960.203-9. 

121 Vict. 11 (Li 6.466 = 122,7 Joly-Byl). On diaitē, see Thivel 2000, esp. 30-35 on its use in 
medical texts. Wesley Smith sees On Regimen as "the culmination of the development of 
dietetic theory in the Classical Period" (1980.440). Dietetics does, however, continue to 
flourish in the fourth century: see esp. Diocles fr. 182 (van der Eijk); see also Mnesitheus 
fr. 18 (Bertier), on the diet of young children; frr. 22-40 (Bertier) on foodstuffs. For the 
importance of dietetics in the Hellenistic and imperial periods, see Scarborough 1970; W. 
Smith 1982; Foucault 1986. 

12 At Acut. 3 (Li 2.226, ch. 1 = 37,2-4 Joly), “the ancients” are blamed for neglecting 
dietetics. See also Pl. R. 3, 407c8-408b6 (cf. 405d6-406a4); Galen Thras. 32-33 (Kühn 
5.869-70), following Plato. On the history and prehistory of dietetics, see Temkin 
1953.221-22; Edelstein 1967f; Lonie 1977; W. Smith 1980; 1992; Longrigg 1999. 

12; See esp. Edelstein 1967f on regimen's transformation of everyday life. See also Jaeger 
1944.26-45; Temkin 1949.4-5; Kudlien 1973; Foucault 1985.97-108; 2005.75. 

124 XQ xoounOeicOac e.g., Vict. III 72 (Li 6.612 = 204,16 Joly-Byl), 73 (Li 6.612 = 
204,33 Joly-Byl), 74 (Li 6.616 = 206,23 Joly-Byl). See also Vict. II 38 (Li 6.534 = 162,8 
Joly-Byl): xor] ... rageoxevácOat. 

125 Salubr. 1 (Li 6.74 = 206,15-16 Jouanna, as Nat. Hom. 16). On the vocabulary of 
“warding off” in medical and nonmedical sources, see Jouanna 1983a. On 
counterbalancing regimens, see, e.g., Salubr. 2 (Li 6.74-76 — 208,9-20 Jouanna, as Nat. 
Hom. 17); Vict. I 32 (Li 6.506-10 = 148,3-150,10 Joly-Byl), 35 (Li 6.512-22 = 150,29- 
156,18 Joly-Byl), III 68-69 (Li 6.594-606 = 194,17-202,4 Joly-Byl). 

126 Vict. I 2 (Li 6.470 = 124,8-14 Joly-Byl). 

127 Vict. I 13-22 (Li 6.488-94 = 136,15-140,16 Joly-Byl), discussed in Hawhee 2004.86— 


92. 

128 See also Vict. III 69 (Li 6.606 = 200,28-32 Joly-Byl). The practice of rtgoóttyvooic 
may have become standard: see the possibly spurious Diocles fr. 183 (van der Eijk), with 
the largely inconclusive discussion of the arguments for and against its authenticity at van 
der Eijk 2000-2001, 2:353-58. 

129 Thphr. Char. 16. This fear is presented by Theophrastus as unseemly: contrast, for 
example, the apparently legitimate concerns about the gods and the daemonic at Hes. Op. 
706-829. Dale Martin argues that Theophrastus's judgment is based on class: 
“Superstitious beliefs are wrong because they cause people to act in ways that are socially 
inappropriate, embarrassing, and vulgar" (2004.34). 

130 On Plato's familiarity with contemporary medicine, see Craik 2001c; G. Lloyd 
2003.152-57. 

131 Cf. X. Mem. 1.2.4, where Socrates is in favor of body care as long as it does not interfere 
with the care of the soul. At Pl. Phd. 66d2—7, it is the soma itself that interferes with the 
pursuit of philosophy. 

132 Slings posits a lacuna here (and would supply something like ñv © éyw or Ebnv). 

133 Pl. Phdr. 227a2-b1. 

134 This audience is characterized as laborers at Vict. III 68 (Li 6.594 — 194,17-21 Joly- 
Byl). Ducatillon 1969.40 takes the passage as evidence of medicine's broad popular 
audience; see also Wilkins 2005.126-28. Cf. Joly 1960.134-36, who suggests that the ideal 
of two audiences may have been the author's response to earlier criticisms of regimen as 
too time-consuming for the average population. 

135 For the idea of “democratization,” see Wohl 2002.30-72, who shows how the idealized 
elite self in Pericles' Funeral Oration is positioned as a goal for all classes. The idea that 
health can be bought from the gods is challenged at Aer. 22 (Li 2.76-82 — 238,6-241,20 
Jouanna). The author, pointing to wealthy Scythians who suffer an effeminizing disease, 
argues that, if the disease is divine, it should attack the poor, who do not shower the gods 
with gifts. On his account, the disease is caused by horseback riding, a habit of the 
wealthy. On the pursuit of health as a mark of wealth and freedom, see also Edelstein 
1967f.314-16. 

136 On medical learning among laypersons as part of paideia in the fifth and fourth 
centuries, see Jaeger 1944.3-45; Schiefsky 2005a.36-46. Nightingale argues that, at least 
in the fourth century, “The possession of a liberal or philosophical education ... identified 
the elite by recourse to criteria other than wealth or power" (2004.15). 

15 Slaves in classical Athens were distinguished by their lack of corporeal integrity 
(Winkler 1990b.47-49; duBois 1991; Hunter 1992), and there may be a sense that the 
slave patient, under the care of a “tyrant” healer, has given up ownership of his body; see 
also Nussbaum 1994.69-71, 74-75 on Aristotle's concerns about power in the physician- 
patient relationship. McKeown 2002 argues that the medical writers themselves do not 
distinguish between free and slave patients; see also Jouanna 1999.112-16. 

138 T] OÙK aioxoóv ÖOKET Kal ATAIŠEVJIAG ÉVA TEKĻITJOLOV TO ÈNAKT@ NAQ AAAWV, WG 
ŠEOTOTĀJV TE Kai KQLTOV, TH dtkalw Avaykāčegdai xorjo0ar Kai ATOOI4 Oiketwv (Pl. R. 
3, 405b1-3). 

139 Morb. Sacr. 14 (Li 6.386-88 = 25,15-27,4 Jouanna). 

140 For other physical explanations of thinking and sensing in the medical writers, see 
chapter 2 n.134. For cases where physical changes affect mental states, see, e.g., Int. 48 (Li 
7.284-86 = 232-34 Potter; cf. Dieb. iudic. 3 [Li 9.300-302]); Morb. II 72 (Li 7.108-10 = 
211,15-212,10 Jouanna); Virg. 3 (Li 8.468 — 24,1-4 Lami). On explanations of mental 
and emotional functions in medical writing, see Pigeaud 1980; 1987.13-63; 2006.31-47, 
71-112, 122-33; Claus 1981.150-55; di Benedetto 1986.35-69; Hankinson 1991.200-208; 
Singer 1992; Gundert 2000.20-31; Boehm 2002; van der Eijk 2005b.119-35. 

141 Vict. I 35 (Li 6.512-22 = 150,29-156,18 Joly-Byl). On how fire and water affect 


intelligence, see Jouanna 2007a.16-18. 

142 See Hum. 9 (Li 5.488-90 = 80 Jones), where the author identifies some behaviors 
(intemperance, endurance) as psychic. Carn. 1 (Li 8.584 — 188,8 Joly) promises to give an 
account of what the soul is (6 ti uxr oti): chapters 15-18 on sensory perception may 
fulfill his earlier intention, as Gundert 2000.16 suggests. Claus 1981.150-51 draws 
attention to the sūma-psukhē contrast at Aer. 19 (Li 2.72 = 234,10 Jouanna), but rightly 
notes that it receives no special emphasis; the context, moreover, as at 24 (Li 2.88 — 
246,1-4 Jouanna), suggests the psukhe's traditional relationship to courage—on which, see 
Claus 1981.75-78—rather than a new psychological self. Elsewhere in the treatise, a sharp 
change to the soma (uetäotaoic ioxvo tov ownatoc) can be paralleled by mental 
disturbances (tkrArļētec TAS yvœunc, 16, Li 2.62-64 = 228,3—4 Jouanna); body, soul, 
and intelligence, like character, are subject to the same environmental forces, although 
nomoi, too, are credited with formational power (16, Li 2.64 — 228,8-10 Jouanna): see 
Pigeaud 1983. On the text's environmental determinism, see Jouanna 1999.211-21; Isaac 
2004.55-109; and esp. Calame 2005. 

143 For Heraclitus and the soul, see above, introduction, n.108. Jouanna 2007a.27-31 
documents similarities between the Hippocratic author's account of intelligence and the 
account attributed by Theophrastus to Empedocles while also stressing the originality of 
On Regimen. 

144 Cambiano 1980 defends the author's physicalism against claims, based on On Regimen 
IV, that his psukhe is influenced by Orphic-Pythagorean doctrines. See also Jouanna 1998, 
on the unity of the treatise; 2007a.14-26 on the physicality of the psukhe. 

14 Klibansky, Panofsky, and Saxl 1964.6 attribute the first "psychosomatic theory of 
character" to Empedocles. The watershed moment, however, is usually taken to be the 
famous pseudo-Aristotelian Problem 30.1 (953a-955a), where the melancholic constitution 
is related to both madness and extraordinary accomplishment in philosophy, politics, 
poetry, and the arts see van der Eijk 2005b.155-60; Jouanna 2007b.29-37, who 
downplays the influence of the Problem on the later medical and ethical traditions. The 
search for earlier incarnations of the melancholic character type has had mixed results: it 
is difficult, first, to determine what qualifies as a sufficiently robust concept of character— 
most of what we see in the Hippocratic treatises seems to concern physiological 
tendencies; second, black bile is not widely seen in the Hippocratic texts as a constituent 
stuff in persons; and, finally, it is hard to know if terms like peAayxoAixkéc, 
ueAayxoAwdns, and ueAayxoAÁc in classical nonmedical literature are “popular” or 
"physiological" Jouanna 2007b.11-22 distinguishes between the medical disease 
melancholie, the humor black bile, and the melancholic temperament and demonstrates 
that they “n’apparaissent pas au méme moment et ne se recoupent pas nécessairement" 
(21-22). It is nevertheless likely that the growing use of the term phusis in the classical 
period to describe character was influenced by contemporary physiological theories. 

146 See also Epid. II 5.1 (Li 5.128 = 74 Smith). The word pvotoyvoHovtr (Epid. II 5.1, Li 
5.128; cf. 6.1, Li 5.132, ovotoyvopnovixóv; Smith omits these words, but Alessi retains 
them in his forthcoming Budé edition of Epidemics IT) appears for the first time in Epidemics 
II. Galen, in fact, claims that Hippocrates invented physiognomy (QAM, Kühn 4.798; 
[Galen] Prog.Dec. 1, Kühn 19.530). The first extant treatise on physiognomy, probably of 
Peripatetic origin, dates from the late fourth or early third century bce, but Antisthenes 
(mid-fifth to early fourth century) is reported to have written a treatise at least a century 
earlier (Ath. 14, 656f; D. L. 6.16). The lack of evidence makes it difficult to know how 
much weight to assign to the appearance of buotoyvwuovin in Epidemics II (which may 
have been added as a heading later). It is unclear as well to what extent the remarks in 
Epidemics II are, in fact, physiognomical, that is, observations about character, rather than 
observations where éo@Adc and movneoc are strictly physiological judgments: see Alessi 
2008; see also Jouanna 2007b.14. For other discussions of physiognomy and character 
analysis in early Greek medicine, see Joly 1960.83-89; E. Evans 1969.19-20; Villari 


2003.93-94. See also, more generally, Klibansky, Panofsky, and Saxl 1964.55-66; 
Marganne 1988; Gleason 1990; Sassi 2001.34-81; and esp. Boys-Stones 2007, who 
persuasively argues that physiognomy as a theoretical discipline rests on a given author's 
ideas about the relationship of the body to the soul or the person. It follows from Boys- 
Stone's argument that the idea of the physical body would transform what it means to 
infer character from someone's appearance, even if physicians were not actually practicing 
character diagnosis. 

147 On female bodies in classical Greek medical writing, see Manuli 1980; 1983; Rousselle 
1980; A. Hanson 1990; 1992b; 2007; Sissa 1990b; Dean-Jones 1991; 1994; H. King 1994; 
1998; Bodiou 2004; 2006; Byl 2005; Bonnard 2007. On the female body more generally in 
Greek culture, see duBois 1988.37-166; Carson 1990; Sissa 1990a; Faranda 1993; Sassi 
2001.82-139. 

148 The concept of muscles was slow to form in Greek medicine. Nevertheless, “before they 
became fascinated with special structures named muscles, the Greeks celebrated bodies 
that had a particular look—a special clarity of form, a distinct ‘jointedness,’ which they 
identified with the vital as opposed to the dying, the mature as opposed to the yet 
unformed, individuals as opposed to people who all resemble each other, the strong and 
brave as opposed to the weak and cowardly, Europeans as opposed to Asians, the male as 
opposed to the female” (Kuriyama 1999.143; see also 129-43). See Bolens 2000 on le corps 
articulaire in Homer. Stewart 1997.92-97 discusses the muscled ideal in classical Greek 
sculpture. In tragedy, for a man to be &vaoOooc is a sign of disease, e.g., E. Or. 228; S. Tr. 
1103. The word is also found, without context, at E. fr. 557K (— Oedipus fr. 22 J.-V.L.). 

149 Genit./Nat. Puer. 18 (Li 7.498-500 = 60,19-23 Joly; Li 7.502-6 = 62,19-64,7 Joly); 
Oct. 9 (Li 7.450 — 80,18-20 Grensemann), with A. Hanson 1992b. See also Emp. (DK31) 
A83 (= Orib. inc. 16 = 4:106,2-7 Raeder). 

150 Spongy, porous flesh: Glan. 16 (Li 8.572 = 121,20-122,7 Joly); Mul. I 1 (Li 8.12 = 
88,24-90,4 Grensemann); see also Dean-Jones 1994.55-59. The female ages more quickly 
“on account of the weakness of her body and her regimen" (ià tiv ào0eveinv te tõv 
JOHĀTOV Kai trjv diaitav, Oct. 9, Li 7.450 = 80,23-24 Grensemann); see also E. fr. 24K 
(= Aeolus fr. 11 J.-V.L.) and Carson 1990.145-48. At Vict. I 32 (Li 6.508 = 148,23-25 
Joly-Byl), wetter constitutions age more quickly. 

151 For the weakness of female nature: Virg. 1 (Li 8.466 = 22,8-9 Lami). On wetness, see 
Aph. III.11-14 (Li 4.490-92 = 124-26 Jones); Steril. 216 (Li 8.416); Vict. I 27 (Li 6.500 = 
142,27-144,14 Joly-Byl), 34 (Li 6.512 = 150,23-28 Joly-Byl). See further Manuli 1980; 
A. Hanson 1990; 1992a.245-48; 1992b, esp. 48-56; Dean-Jones 1994.46. See also Carson 
1990.137-45, 153, incorporating nonmedical material. There is less of a consensus on 
whether women are colder, e.g., Emp. (DK31) B65 and Vict. I 34 (Li 6.512 = 150,23-28 
Joly-Byl), or hotter, e.g., Parm. (DK28) A52 (= Arist. PA 648a29-30) and Mul. I 1 (Li 
8.12-14 — 90,5-10 Grensemann). A. Hanson 1992b.54-55 reconciles these views by 
arguing that the menstrual cycle was thought to determine whether females were hotter or 
colder. 

152 Aer. 19 (Li 2.72 = 234,11-14 Jouanna). Interestingly, the Scythians are not adversely 
affected by climate in Herodotus: see Jouanna 1999.225-31; Thomas 2000.54-74; 
Chiasson 2001.38-45, 56-69. 

153 Aer. 15 (Li 2.60-62 = 225,8-227,10 Jouanna); Artic. 52, bis (Li 4.232 = 193,10, 12 
Kühlewein). 

154 Epid. VI 8.32 (Li 5.356 — 194,5-17 Manetti-Roselli). Sexual intercourse was seen as a 
way of keeping passages open and excess fluids moving in the female body (e.g., Mul. I 2, 
Li 8.14-16 — 90,30-92,2 Grensemann). 

155 See Dean-Jones 1994.136-47; H. King 1998.51-52, noting that (menstruating) women 
have an excess route to purge the materia peccans. 

156 See Morb. I 22 (Li 6.182—88 = 64,14—70,3 Wittern), where this principle is discussed in 
relation to the “diseased” bodies of old men. 


157 See also PI. R. 3, 404a9-b2. 

158 She observes that "writers in the Corpus feminized wetness and came to equate 
dominance by a bodily humor retained in excess with a feminine and sedentary lifestyle 
that resulted in fleshiness, weakness, fevers from accumulation, and general ill health" 
(1992b.51); see also Andó 2002.101. Paola Manuli takes menstruation as a pathological 
sign “che rappresenta il superamento di una mesotes, ed annuncia nello stesso tempo la 
crisi del male, il ristabilirsi di un nuovo e precario equilibrio" (1980.402); see also Dean- 
Jones 1994.43-45, 55-65, 124-25; Bodiou 2006.157-61; von Staden 2007a.48-49. Female 
embryos are likely to make their mothers sicker (Steril. 216 — Li 8.416), and most of the 
postpartum complications in the Epidemics follow the birth of a girl (A. Hanson 1992b.54). 

159 Genit./Nat. Puer. 15 (Li 7.494 = 57,18-24 Joly). 

160 See above, chapter 1, nn.115-16. 

13: On the wandering womb, especially in the classical medical texts, see Manuli 
1980.398-99; Dean-Jones 1994.69-77, 135-36; Byl 2005. In the gynecological treatises, 
the womb's displacement is a mechanical response to its need for moisture. At Pl. Ti. 
91b7-c7, however, it is a kind of animal. Hellenistic and imperial-age amulets designed to 
drive the womb back to its proper place attest the conceptualization of the womb as an 
indwelling demon in the first centuries ce: see Aubert 1989; A. Hanson 1995; Kotansky 
1995.267; Faraone 2003; 2007. Lesley Dean-Jones argues that, because the Hippocratic 
physical theories did not require the mobile womb, belief in it “suggests that it fulfilled an 
important cultural role in characterizing the female sex" (1994.74). 

162 Von Staden 2007a.51. See also von Staden 1992a; 1992b. Carson 1990.158-60 
considers the representation of women as polluting in nonmedical evidence. 

163 Pl. Ti. 42b2-c1. See also Leg. 6, 780d9—781d1. 

164 The principle that one cannot blame people for things that happen through chance or 
nature is put forth as common knowledge by Protagoras in the eponymous dialogue (Prt. 
323c8-d6). At the same time, being a slave to necessity can be reason for rebuke, as Just 
1985 demonstrates. 

165 Pl. Ti. 86d5-e3: xai oxedov dn Tavta ómóca róovov AKQATELUX xai OVELDOS cc 
EKOVTWV Aéyexau x&v KAKOV, OÙK OED  OvEeldiCeTAL kakóc HEV yàg ékwv OVČEIG, oux dé 
TLOVIOAY ÉELV TIVA TOV OWUATOS xai ATAIDEUTOV TEOHTV O KAKOG YIYVETAL KAKOG, TAVTL 
dé TAUTA &x0oà xai AkovTL roooyiyvetai (We might almost say, indeed, of all that is 
called incontinence in pleasure, that it is not justly made a reproach, as if men were 
willingly bad. No one is willingly bad; the bad man becomes so because of some bad 
disposition of the body and poor upbringing, and these are hateful things that come 
against a man against his will). The Timaeus passage seems committed to the fact that the 
body can determine character: see C. Gill 2000; cf. Boys-Stones 2007.41-43, arguing that 
"it would not be right to say that the natural character of the irrational soul is determined 
by the body" (43, emphasis in original), because a bad bodily condition must combine 
with a lack of education to produce poor character. But, insofar as the irrational, that is, 
perverted soul has a natural character, this diseased state is caused by (dtd) two 
psychosomatic factors that Plato weights equally, bad bodily constitution and lack of 
education; cf. Phlb. 45e5-7, where great pains and pleasures are due to the badness of both 
body and soul (ëv tivi Tovneia wvxr]c kai toù owuartoc). There is no hint in Plato’s text 
of Boys-Stones's distinction between education's “natural” influence on the soul and the 
(“unnatural”?) influence of the body. Elsewhere, however, Plato does deny that the body 
can damage the soul (e.g., R. 10, 610a5-c1). See below, chapter 5, n.31. On the afterlife of 
the problems raised here in ancient philosophy, see Sorabji 2003. 

166 Vict. I 28 (Li 6.502 = 144,21-22 Joly-Byl). 

167 X. Mem. 1.2.4: àAA& un xai TOD GVHATOG AUTOS TE OÙK MHÉAEL TOUS T'AHEAOVTAG 
ovx érajveu Cf. 1.6.7, 2.7.7, and 3.12.8, where, because beauty and strength do not come 
automatically (avrouara), not taking care, auéAew, is shameful. Care here primarily 
involves the restriction of pleasures: see further below, chapter 5. 


168 On self-mastery and freedom, see Foucault 1985.78-93; 1997.281-301. But see, too, 
Pericles' praise of effortless Athenian masculinity in the Funeral Oration, discussed at Wohl 
2002.49-52. 

169 Foucault 1985.26-27. Foucault is working with a rather limited notion of ethical 
substance, namely ta aphrodisia, that is, things having to do with sexual pleasure, although 
he recognizes that food is often more important than sexual activity in the texts he 
examines (1985.110, 114). 

170 See esp. Pi. N. 8.40-42, with Halliwell 1990.32-33; Nussbaum 2001.1-3. 

171 The criticism is often grounded in a psychoanalytic approach. See esp. Black 1998, for 
whom this unruliness can be seen as “all that is illusory, imaginary, and phantasmic about 
[sc. sexuality]" (59). Wohl 2002 aims to recover the erotic imaginary behind the 
(democratic) discourses of self-mastery in classical Athens: see esp. 12-20 for the critique 
of Foucauldian normativity. See also Goldhill 1995, who challenges Foucault's picture by 
looking to literary representations of sexuality. Cf. Nehamas 1998, who finds Foucault 
much richer than these critiques suggest. 

172 Singer 1992.142, reworking Simon's claim that, in these writers, “all diseases of the 
mind are diseases of the body" (1978.215). See also Beardslee 1918.35-36 (observing that 
phusis often simply means soma); Gundert 2000.35. Even in On Regimen, the health of the 
psukhē is often dependent on the soma, as at I 35 (Li 6.518 = 154,20—21 Joly-Byl): hv yao 
vyINEwWSs ExN TO oA Kat ur] ÚT AAAOU TLVOS GUVTAOĀJOTTAI, ts Wuxns eoóvipoc [n] 
ovykonots (for, if his body is in a healthy state and is not troubled from any source, the 
blend of his soul is intelligent). In the popular imagination, it became common to see 
physical explanations of cognitive disorders as dependent on soma (e.g., Hdt. 3.33). By the 
early fourth century, ^who doesn't know," asks Xenophon's Socrates, "that, in thinking, a 
grave many errors occur on account of the body not being healthy?" (Mem. 3.12.6). 


CHAPTER FIVE 


Beyond the Soma: Therapies of the Psukhe 


ut rediit, simulacra suae petit ille puellae 
incumbensque toro dedit oscula; visa tepere est. 
admovet os iterum, manibus quoque pectora temptat; 
temptatum mollescit ebur positoque rigore 
subsedit digitis ceditque, ut Hymettia sole 

cera remollescit tractataque pollice multas 
flectitur in facies ipsoque fit utilis usu. 

dum stupet et dubie gaudet fallique veretur, 
rursus amans rursusque manu sua vota retractat. 
corpus erat; saliunt temptatae pollice venae. 
tum vero Paphius plenissima concipit heros 
verba quibus Veneri grates agit, oraque tandem 
ore suo non falsa premit; dataque oscula virgo 
sensit et erubuit, timidumque ad lumina lumen 
attollens pariter cum caelo vidit amantem. 

Ovid, Metamorphoses 10.280—94 


And [Pygmalion] went home, seeking his reproduction of a girl; 
sinking into bed he bestows kisses on her—she seems to kindle. 

Once again he joins his mouth to hers, and with his hands tries her breast: 
touched, the ivory grows supple and, its hardness laid aside, 

gives itself over to his fingers—it yields, just as the wax of Hymettus 
will soften in sun and, by the thumb worked, allows itself 

bent to any shape, made useful by use itself. 

Struck with wonder, cautiously joyous, and believing himself tricked, 
again, with love, and yet again his hand queries his prayers— 

she is body. Her pulse leaps to meet the thumb that takes it. 

And then the Paphian hero tumbles word upon word 

to render thanks to Venus, and, at last, lips not ersatz 

he seizes with his own; and these kisses 

the girl feels, and blushes. And raising her diffident gaze to his own, 
she sees, in the same moment, the world and her lover. 


IN THE METAMORPHOSES, Ovid traces over and again the disappearance of the 
human into another form. In the story of Galatea, however, he moves in the 
other direction, from a statue to a flesh-and-blood Roman woman. Pygmalion 


first perceives warmth where the statue was once cool; the ivory begins to yield, 
like wax, to the inquiring hand. The pulse that “leaps to meet the thumb that 
takes it" has become, in the time between classical Greek medical writing and 
Ovid, a sign of life central to medical diagnosis.: Yet the metamorphosis is 
realized only at the moment it is not the corpus, the “body,” but the girl herself 
who senses and responds to Pygmalion's ardor with a blush. The blush takes the 
place of the mark that Pygmalion had earlier both hoped and feared he would 
make on the statue: the bruise.2 But whereas the bruise would have simply 
registered the force of Pygmalion's desire—imposed, like a daemonic blow, 
from outside—the blush sweeps Galatea herself up in the dynamics of that 
desire. In the story immediately prior, Venus had punished the daughters of 
Propoetus for slandering her by condemning them to a life of prostitution. With 
their sense of shame they lose, too, the ability to blush, and their cheeks turn to 
stone (10.238-42). Galatea's blush signals the return of shame as a natural 
attribute of a woman (albeit one who is man-made). At the same time, it raises 
the question of how ethically rich feelings, feelings that may constrain or 
encourage actions, are like or unlike a bruise or the pulse. The blush—provoked 
by an encounter between two people, subject to praise and blame, realized at 
the intersection of the voluntary and the involuntary—deftly captures the 
complexity of Galatea's change from object to subject.4 

In this chapter, I take up the question of how the soma—defined by innate 
heat, supple flesh, the pulse of life—differs from the person who experiences 
and responds to forces like desire and shame. We have seen the person 
represented both as a subject of medical knowledge, capable of taking care, and 
as a victim of events happening below his conscious control. But where do these 
two sides meet? The medical writers offer ambitious models of human nature, 
but if we look closely, we will see they have a hard time explaining why people 
act as they do. While they straightforwardly assume that someone with 
knowledge will turn it into efficacious action, they are more reticent about the 
beliefs and desires that motivate patients in ignorance or, indeed, sometimes in 
spite of knowledge. One possible motivation, pain, is the effect of a bodily state, 
rather than something that drives a person to act. And if speech matters to 
diagnosis, it matters only insofar as a patient is talking sense or nonsense. 

I therefore move beyond the parameters of medical writing to consider how 
the emergence of the physical body might have influenced the ways in which 
people working in a broader cultural and intellectual milieu thought about 
human nature. I am interested in how that body, precisely because it is 
impersonal, works as a foil to the person. Yet I am also interested in the ways in 
which it becomes a resource for thinking about why people think, act, and 
suffer as they do, particularly in fifth- and fourth-century attempts to 
conceptualize diseases and therapies of the soul or the mind, attempts that 
explicitly draw on contemporary medicine.s 

The idea that strong emotions like anger can be healed with words is as old 
as Greek poetry.s In the classical period, however, ideas about disease, health, 
and healing are acquiring new dimensions as physicians reorient their authority 
and expertise around the soma. As a result, medicine comes to function as one 
of the most thorough applications of the inquiry into nature to human nature. 


To be sure, it is not the only area. Those who wrote on nature had things to say 
about humans that often overlap with extant medical writing; debates about 
phusis and nomos dwelt on social and political expressions of human nature.7 
Medicine is distinguished, however, by its desire to pursue a systematic inquiry 
into the workings of human nature in order to care for people, as well as by the 
priority it gives to the soma, whose participation in the physical world, while by 
no means transparent, is more easily codified than that of the person. These 
characteristics give medicine a particular cultural authority. 

Medical analogies acknowledge this authority. But they aim, too, to 
appropriate it. The medical analogy, after all, asserts difference and divergence. 
In many cases, it also openly declares the limits of medicine and, implicitly or 
explicitly, the body that figures so prominently in it. Those limits, we might 
imagine, were being felt more acutely as physicalized explanations of human 
nature grew more ambitious and robust, making the question of what these 
explanations leave out increasingly urgent. Socrates, legendary gadfly that he 
was, is often credited with raising this question.s In a famous passage, Plato has 
him recount becoming disillusioned with the inquiry into nature precisely 
because he believes that its causes—such as air and water, or sinews and bones 
—offer an impoverished account of why the world is as it is and people act as 
they do (Phd. 96a6-99d2). Behind the legend, however, lies a more complicated 
story. In the previous chapter, we began to detect fault lines between the person 
and his body in the course of considering how the former assumes responsibility 
for managing health. In this chapter, we can see these fault lines deepen as 
some thinkers explicitly lodge the responsibility for taking care in the psukhe, 
imagined as the seat of reason, sensation-perception, emotion, desire, beliefs 
about and judgments of value, and intentional action—in short, the major 
components of ethical subjectivity. 

The psukhe imagined in these terms attracts attention not only as the 
guardian of the soma but as the seat of the rational and ethical subject. In such 
contexts, though the soma remains a foil, it can also serve as a model for those 
wishing to probe more precisely how a “psychological” subject operates. As 
thinkers like Democritus and Plato begin to define the faculties that underwrite 
an ethics of praise and blame—a capacity to choose, to make rational 
judgments, to master desire—through the psychic conditions under which they 
are believed to flourish or fail, the specific vulnerability of the soul starts to 
come into focus. Each explains psychic malfunctioning in two basic ways: 
through a lack of knowledge; or through forces that, like those which cause 
bodily disease, have become uncoupled from daemonic agents—desires, 
emotions, and pleasures. These forces, even more than ignorance, threaten the 
psukhe's identity as a rational agent capable of taking care of the self, creating a 
need for practices of care analogous to those applied to the soma. 

In light of the significance of this diagnostic and therapeutic context, I argue 
that the physical body functions not only as a foil but also as the dominant 
model for the psukhe as it emerges as the locus of the faculties that constitute 
ethical subjectivity.o I support, too, the related claim that what I have been 
calling the physical body crystallizes as a conceptual object in tandem with the 
emergence of this soul, which, at least for some thinkers, comes to mediate the 


body's relationship to the ethical subject.:o 

Ideas about the soma, the psukhe, and human nature are messily proliferating 
in the late fifth and early fourth centuries Bce.:: Too often, we try to resolve this 
messiness by reconstructing probable theories of mind, body, and soul.12 Such 
approaches are undeniably useful, often clarifying the arguments that come to 
shape the tradition of Greco-Roman philosophical ethics and the dualisms 
around which it forms. In this chapter, however, I approach soma and psukhe as 
domains in the process of taking shape largely through the dynamics of 
analogy, with its mobile focus on both similarity and difference, concentrating 
on a handful of contexts where medicine's influence is explicit or likely. 

I begin by defending the claim that the medical writers show little interest in 
motivations for action, focusing on their scant references to the workings of 
desire and pleasure. Their relative silence belies the easy association of the soma 
with desire and pleasure in the late fifth and early fourth centuries, while also 
drawing attention to the difficulty of accounting for the desire-pleasure nexus 
solely in terms of the physical body. I then look at how making desire into a 
psychic problem helps to justify the care of the psukhe, sometimes over and 
above that of the soma. Psychic care, I show, could also be independently 
defended on the grounds of its object's intrinsic worth, as in Plato's early 
dialogues. Nevertheless, in Plato's oeuvre, speculation on why the psukhe errs 
ends up circling back to pleasures and pains and the powerful motivations to 
which they give rise. In the second half of the chapter, I look closely at 
Gorgias's Helen and Democritus's ethical fragments. Both authors give accounts 
of psychic disease that show affinities with contemporary medical explanations. 
These accounts allow us to see how the tension between a (nonhuman) object 
and a (human) subject finds its way into the psukhe at the very moment it is 
being defined against the soma. 


BODILY NEEDS 


One of the problems with having a soma is that it is strange and distant from 
the person: its inner life is mostly hidden from his senses; what he does sense 
does not readily disclose its causal mechanisms. Although we have approached 
this problem primarily in the context of symptoms, symptoms themselves can 
often be traced to an earlier stage in the person's estrangement from the soma, 
namely to his difficulty in understanding and providing what it needs. If the 
person cannot implement his desires in the soma directly but must rely on 
technical means—the manipulation of qualities, powers, or humors—we should 
not be surprised that what the soma wants or needs does not typically surface in 
the person as desire. We can get a better sense of this situation by looking at a 
rare counterexample from On Diseases IV, where the needs of the soma are 
seamlessly and uncannily transformed into the person's desires. 

The author of this text assumes that the soma is made up of four humors (or 
“juices”): bile, blood, phlegm, and water. Each humor is stored in a small pege, 
"reservoir, which, by storing and releasing the humor when necessary, 
regulates the ratio between the various humors.i3 If one of the reservoirs is 
exhausted, however, this autoregulation is extended to the person, who longs 


(iueigetat ó àvOownoc) to eat or drink whatever will restore the necessary 
resources, and he continues to desire this until balance is reestablished.:4 
Himeros, "longing," then, is a mechanism that, at least in some cases, enables 
the person to operate as a perfect conduit between what the soma needs and the 
fulfillment of those needs through voluntary action.15 

But it is rare for the medical writers to represent the person as intuitively 
aware of bodily need. Such awareness is better seen as a haunting ideal that 
emerges in tandem with the physical body, akin to the preternatural awareness 
of a hero who understands exactly what the gods expect of him. It is true that 
hunger or thirst look like straightforward instances where the soma 
communicates its needs.16 But symbiosis between the soma and the person can 
be achieved only if what the former needs appears to the latter as a specific 
object of desire. If the medical writers only rarely recognize this level of 
symbiosis, we should hardly be surprised. Effortless harmony between the 
person and his soma, after all, erodes the authority of the physician, with his 
expert knowledge of dunameis and phuseis. At the same time, the very threat 
such harmony poses to medical authority only serves to emphasize the common 
ends of phusis and tekhne. Although On Diseases IV seems unusual in 
representing the continuity between the soma and the person as natural, its 
commitment to continuity is itself unremarkable. The basic assumption of 
naturalizing medicine, and especially regimen, is that technical knowledge 
enables people to give the physical body what it needs to thrive. 

To thrive, the physician assumes, is what everyone naturally wants. That 
assumption, combined with the belief that health requires knowledge, leads to 
the idea that if people had knowledge, they would never fall ill in the first 
place.:; On this principle, someone who intuitively knows what his body needs, 
as in On Diseases IV, should never fall ill, at least not from things under his 
control, such as a humoral imbalance caused by food and drink. Indeed, when 
we look at the author's tripartite etiology of disease, we can see that the latter 
two classes of cause—environmental conditions and blunt trauma (e.g., a fall or 
a wound)—do fall outside the person's scope of action.1s The first explanation, 
however, is more puzzling. If, when the soma has a surfeit of food, the patient is 
not purged and continues to eat, disease develops.:» How should we explain this 
situation? Is it that, in cases of surfeit, rather than depletion, the person loses 
touch with what the soma needs to flourish?20 Or does something drive him to 
eat despite a feeling that this is not what he, or, rather, his soma, wants? The 
text offers little indication of which of these explanations is more likely to be 
true. On the principle that no one knowingly harms himself, we might conclude 
that the person simply does not know what he is doing. Even so, such a 
conclusion leaves us with the question of what motivates a person who neither 
senses his bodily needs nor has access to technical knowledge. 

To consider these questions further, let us turn back to On Ancient Medicine, 
where pain plays a prominent role in acquainting people with their natures by 
leading them to reject foods that have caused harm in the past. The role of pain 
here suggests one way of thinking about motivation (i.e., as avoidance). Less 
obvious, but nonetheless present, is the factor of pleasure. On one occasion, the 
author considers cases where someone adopts a habit—say, eating one meal a 


day or two—that is not dictated by what his nature can tolerate (i.e., by pain). 
Habit here, he observes, is adopted either because of pleasure or for some other 
chance reason (àv rjóovrjv T) Ot AANV xtvà ovykvoinv, 10, Li 1.592 = 130,2 
Jouanna). Can pleasure and chance also, perhaps, explain what the author calls 
hamartemata, "errors," deviations in regimen that lead to disease?21 

The factor of chance or accident in such deviations is left unexplored in the 
text. Pleasure, however, while not prominent, is subtly salient to the etiology of 
disease. In the Kulturgeschichte, the author observes: 


ÉTL yovv kai vov 6001 into ur] Xočovra, ot xe páopagot kai t&v 
EAArļvov ÉVLOL, TOV AUTOV TOOTOV óvrteo OÙ UYLAÎVOVTES ÔLALTÉOVTAL TQÔG 
fjoovi]v xai OÙT àv ATOUXOLVTO OUDEVOS Av ÉTMOVHÉOVOLV, OÙd' 
únooteíAawrto av. (VM 5, Li 1.580 = 124,5-9 Jouanna) 


And what is certain is that even now all of those who do not use the medical 
tekhne, barbarians and some of the Greeks, follow a regimen in the same way 
as the healthy do, for the sake of pleasure, and they could not hold themselves 
from anything they desire nor even reduce the amount. 


As in the first passage, the author represents a diet unrestricted by the fear of 
pain as primarily motivated by pleasure.» We can detect, too, a new twist, 
insofar as he is also implicitly contrasting the indulgence of desire with the 
discipline imposed by medicine.» The contrast is echoed later in the treatise 
when the author notes that mild, well-blended foods are most beneficial to 
human nature, and then adds that these foods are also those most in use except 
for those seasoned and prepared “with a view to pleasure and satiety” (meQ0c 
rjoovijv te xai Kdgov, 14, Li 1.604 = 137,5 Jouanna). What is most evident in 
this passage is the opposition between what is beneficial to human nature and 
what is merely pleasing. But, insofar as it is medicine that has discovered what 
is beneficial, we can discern, too, a latent tension between its guidelines and the 
pursuit of pleasure. Still, despite these glancing mentions of pleasure, the author 
stops short of implicating it in errors of regimen. He thus leaves the concept of 
blame untapped. 

In one respect, by neglecting to fault pleasure for disease, the author of On 
Ancient Medicine departs from what was standard practice among his colleagues. 
Other writers regularly and with little fanfare trace disease to immoderate 
eating and drinking and sexual indulgence—the triad of what James Davidson 
has called the “consuming passions" of the classical Greek world.» In another 
respect, though, his approach to pleasure is typical. While On Generation/On the 
Nature of the Child shows it was possible to give a physiological account of 
pleasure, or at least sexual pleasure, the medical writers do not explain the 
pursuit of pleasure in terms of the physical body.»s Their reticence in this respect 
can explain why, although they frequently treat the consuming passions as 
causal, they do not target them directly. Thus, although the passions are 
recognized as damaging to health, they are largely neglected in medical 
writing.27 

At the same time, by conceptualizing the physical body, physicians and 
medical writers are making a significant contribution to how desire—and 


especially the desire for pleasure—comes to be articulated as an ethical 
problem. Having a body, we have seen, does not entail knowing a body. 
Whereas a cow automatically eats whatever grasses supply needed nutrients, 
people must determine for themselves what to put into their bodies, with the 
result that there is room to make mistakes. Mistakes arise, in part, from 
ignorance. Yet ignorance is not the only problem produced by this arrangement. 
The fact that we are not compelled by our bodies' precise needs—understood as 
particular kinds of food and drink, rather than food and drink tout court—allows 
the formation of desires that have little or nothing to do with the needs on 
which bodily health depends. 

The author of the treatise On the Use of Liquids makes just this assumption— 
namely, that because we are estranged from the cavity and its needs, other 
motivating forces, more intimately felt, surge up in the conscious field. The 
author has been observing that different parts of the soma take pleasure in 
(fdouau) or are vexed by (ayavaktéw, &X9ouat) heat and cold. He then turns 
to note that, although the cavity grows irritated when it is overpowered by 
cold, the person, being “very far from feeling it" (mAsiotov àmnéxet Tov 
rtaBeīv), sometimes develops a desire for something cold. Given that this desire 
is most proximate, it is only to be expected that the person takes pleasure in his 
cold drink, oblivious, at least initially, to any distress caused to the cavity.2s 
From one perspective, the (initially unfelt) conflict between the needs of the 
cavity and the needs of the person is just one possible example of conflict 
within the physical body's composite nature. At the same time, this conflict is 
singular, insofar as one “body part,” that is, “the person," has the power to seek 
its pleasure at a significant cost to the pleasure of the other parts and, indeed, to 
the health of the whole. That conflict looms large in the contrast between mild, 
healthful diets and those prepared for the sake of pleasure in On Ancient 
Medicine, where pleasure is not correlated with any obvious need; it is assumed 
by etiologies that attribute disease to excessive eating or drinking. 

The tension between (physical) need and desire comes to the foreground if 
we look outside medical writing. It is neatly laid out, for example, in Plato's 
Gorgias, when Socrates opposes the therapeutic arts of medicine and gymnastics 
to fine cooking and cosmetics on the grounds that, whereas the former seek the 
good condition of the soma, the latter peddle pleasures and deceptive beauty 
without giving any thought to what is properly beneficial (464b2—465c2).29 
Socrates’ categorization assumes a principle that is fundamental to medicine, 
namely that bodies sometimes seem to be in a good condition even when they 
are not healthy; often only a physician or a trainer can perceive hidden trouble 
(464a2-b1). The concept of false seeming, grounded in the body's very nature, 
sheds some light on why people betray their health—presumably it is partly 
because the true condition of the body is so hard to perceive that “the 
beneficial" has such a weak motivational force. Its weakness leaves the door 
open to the deceptive promise of sensory pleasure. Indeed, Socrates observes 
that pleasure actively fosters misconceptions about which foods are beneficial 
for the soma (464d2-e2).30 

It would seem straightforward to assume that it is the person who both 
experiences these pleasures and forms beliefs about them. For, although the 


physical body has become a significant cause of human suffering by the end of 
the fifth century, its very nonhuman nature casts caregivers and embodied 
subjects—at least to the extent they can acquire knowledge and act—as its 
guardians, as we have seen. It comes as a surprise, then, that Socrates attributes 
misguided judgments about the pleasurable and the beneficial to the soma. If 
the soma were allowed to control itself, he says, it would choose on the basis of 
delight, mixing up the healthful, the medicinal, and the tasty in indiscriminate 
confusion (465c7-d6). Socrates seems to assume that the soma is basically 
bipartite. It has an objective nature, of which medicine is the steward. It is also 
a subject of pleasure, who experiences, judges, and acts. We might question 
whether the claim that the soma has such a subjective dimension is tenable, but 
Socrates is probably being playful here—elsewhere, those who choose on the 
basis of pleasure are children or men senseless as children (464d6-7). He is 
interested primarily in using the true and the false arts of the soma to establish 
something about the psukhe—namely, that it, too, is endowed with a true 
nature, tended by the lawgiver and the judge, and a pleasure-seeking double, 
gratified by sophists. The analogy, then, ends up raising questions about the 
nature of the psukhe, rather than clarifying the relationship of the soma to 
pleasure. 

But the idea that pleasure is somatic is hardly unusual in this period. In 
Plato's Phaedo, the soma is subjected to relentless censure for its love of 
pleasure, which blocks the proper pursuits of the psukhe and threatens to "nail" 
it to the morally degraded physical world.s1 In the Memorabilia, Xenophon 
casually equates the gratification of desire with the gratification of the soma 
(1.2.23). And in Aeschines' Against Timarchus, a vicious attack on a political 
rival that dates from the middle of the fourth century, the orator declares that 
the Furies who drive humans to ruin on the tragic stage are nothing other than 
the rash pleasures of the soma (1.190-91). 

Yet the soma of rash pleasures does not map precisely onto the soma of the 
medical writers. Nor does the daemonic force it arrogates from the Furies travel 
the same channels as phlegm or bile. Indeed, if we attribute appetitive desire 
and sensual pleasure to the soma, it begins to look less like the sóma and more 
like the person. In fact, when Socrates imagines the soma choosing its own 
pleasures, he treats the scenario as an unreal condition: “If the soul did not rule 
over the body, but the body over itself ...” (ei ui] f] wvxi] tw ocpnau 
&rteovánt£, AAA ALTO avt, Grg. 465c7-d1).:» Socrates implies that if the soul is 
in charge, pleasures can be kept in check. But is it true that, if pleasures are not 
checked, there is only the body to blame? What if we approach the problem of 
pleasure in terms of not what the soma wants but what the psukhe wants? What 
would happen if we designate the psukhe not only as the locus of the 
responsibility to take care of the soma but also as the locus of desire? 


PSYCHIC DESIRES 


The psukhe's culpability for what goes wrong in the soma is vividly dramatized 
in a scene that Plutarch tells us Democritus thought up::3 


El toU OOUATOS avTH diknv AAXOVTOS, TAGA TĀVTA TOV iov cv VOLVIJTAL 
Kai kac TTĒTTOVOEV, aÙTÒG yévorto TOU £YKĀTJHATOG OLKAOTTJG, rjóécc àv 
kartayno*ioaodGal THs Yvxrnjg, &p' oic TA LEV ATWAETE TOD ocpatoc TA 
apeAeia kal €€€Avoe tais uéOouc, TA dE katēp0eige xai dLEOTIAGE TAG 
Undoviaic, corteo OOYĀVOU TLVÔS T] OKEVOUS KAKWS ĒXOVTOG TOV xocpevov 
adhewdwsc aiuacápevoc. (DK68 B159) 


If the body were to bring suit against [sc. the soul] on account of all the 
sufferings and pains that it had undergone its whole life, and one was the 
judge of the charge, one would happily find the soul guilty of having 
destroyed aspects of the body through lack of care and dissipated it through 
drink and corrupted it and broken it down through love of pleasures, just as if 
a tool or a utensil were in a bad state one would blame the person who used it 
recklessly. 


It is clear from this passage that Democritus accepts that a person, and more 
specifically, here, the soul, exercises power over the body.34 Indeed, in another 
fragment, he offers a variation on the call to “help oneself" familiar from On 
Regimen: “People request health from the gods through prayer, not knowing that 
they hold the dunamis to achieve this in themselves [èv čavroīg]” (DK68 B234). 
At the same time, in acknowledging the power of the soul, Democritus 
eliminates the responsibility of the body for its suffering. The body becomes the 
docile instrument of a psychic agent capable of both care and abuse. 

By granting the soul so much power over health, Democritus is, in one sense, 
taking the physicians very seriously. They tend, after all, to invest significant 
causal weight in the things they and their patients can control, like diet and 
physical training; from Democritus's perspective, the soul is simply the locus of 
this control. At the same time, Democritus's diagnosis of suffering leads him to 
see control rather differently. Whereas the author of On Regimen fears people 
will fail to take care because they lack knowledge or sufficient time, in the 
courtroom fragment, Democritus attributes ameleia, “lack of care,” to the love of 
pleasure. This stance is consistent with the second half of B234, where he 
correlates our capacity to achieve health with our capacity for self-mastery, 
understood as mastery over our appetitive desires.s5 Democritus thus makes 
health dependent on whether we can manage our desires, rather than on 
medical expertise or a complex regimen. In another fragment, he declares that it 
is easy to satisfy the body's needs once the misguided desires produced by 
faulty judgment are eliminated.s6 If the physicians encourage the patient to 
adopt an "objective" position on the body akin to their own, a position isolated 
from the turmoil of physicality, Democritus cordons off a place for intelligent 
agency inside the person. At the same time, he introduces the problem of desire 
into the very place from which that agency arises. By contaminating this agency 
with the potential for turmoil, he creates a model of psychic disease. 

Despite curtailing the body's role in disease in order to shift responsibility to 
the soul, Democritus does not seem to have rejected the legitimacy or the value 
of contemporary medicine. Indeed, he is credited with quite a few biological, 
physiological, and medical titles, including works on dietetics and prognosis. 37 
He was interested, rather, in imposing limits on medicine's expertise: ^Medicine 


heals the sickness of the body," reads one programmatic fragment, “while 
wisdom rids the soul of its suffering" (iarowr]) uèv yàg oœuatos vócouc 
Ākčera, codír dé puxnv madāov paiera, B31).ss Others, too, in the fifth 
and fourth centuries were fashioning therapies analogous to those in medicine 
but directed at the mind or the emotions or the soul. As I suggested at the 
beginning of this chapter, although the language of healing had long been used 
of emotional or mental distress, we should approach a project like Democritus's 
from within its historical context, in which medicine and related techniques of 
caring for the body had achieved newfound cultural authority. That authority 
looks like the target of a fragment in which Democritus tries to establish the 
psukhe's priority vis-à-vis the soma:«o 


&vOocrois AEUdSLOV wuoxric UAAAOV T) owuaros Adyov noretcOaripuxr]c HEV 
yao TEĀOTn g oxi]jveoc HOXONEINV 60801 akrjveog dE ioxvc vev AOYLOLOU 
tpux1]v ovdév xt àueivw tiOnoiv. (DK68 B187) 


It is appropriate for people to take the soul rather than the body into account. 
For the perfection of the soul puts right the corruption of the “tent,” while the 
strength of the "tent" without reasoning does not make the soul the least bit 
better. 


Much as some physicians were trying to free themselves from a more global 
inquiry into nature, then, others in the fifth century were working to delineate a 
target of care not only beyond the reach of humoral medicine but also more 
worthy of attention than its target, the physical body. 

Democritus's attempt to establish the priority of the psukhe and its care 
recalls Plato's critique of regimen and the excessive care of the soma in Republic 
3. In fact, Plato's arguments, though harsher, dovetail quite neatly with those 
found in the Democritean fragments. Like Democritus, Plato accepts that the 
capacity to be well lies in us.« He, too, argues that a healthy body, by means of 
its own virtue (tù avtov ageth), cannot improve a soul—thereby tacitly 
denying or at least minimizing the body's role in the full spectrum of human 
faculties—although, the opposite is true, that is, a good soul can make the body 
as good as possible.« On these grounds, he has Socrates advocate caring for our 
dianoia, “capacity for thought," and entrusting it with the supervision of the 
body (3, 403d1-e2).43 It might be that this supervision, if it requires specialized 
knowledge, is taken up in cooperation with a physician—Socrates does not say. 
What he does make clear is that the physician-patient partnership in its current 
form is a failure: physicians are simply treating the symptoms of diseases that 
can be traced to a breakdown in a population's mastery of its desires.44 The 
soma is a casualty of this crisis. The real problem, as in Democritus, lies with a 
soul that indulges its desires. 

Even Aeschines, who equates the tragic Furies with the “rash pleasures of 
the soma," turns out to see the body more as a victim than an aggressor. In his 
attack on Timarchus, a field day of moral censure, he gives the idea of erring 
against the body a different cast than it had in On Ancient Medicine. The most 
important of these errors are sexual—prostitution, passive homosexuality, 
voracious appetite—but they include, too, gluttony and extravagance at the 


table (1.42). These lawless desires are, in Aeschines' mind, properly feminine. 
But whereas, as we have seen, women have no way of mastering these desires 
and, hence, cannot be blamed for them, Timarchus, as a man, could have acted 
otherwise once he was old enough to know the laws, making him a legitimate 
target of blame.46 The (visible) body is introduced as supporting evidence for 
these accusations. Aeschines recalls a time when Timarchus, speaking before the 
assembly, threw off his cloak, revealing a physique wasted by depravity. The 
surface of the body serves not so much as a place where symptoms erupt, as in 
medicine, but as a tableau on which years of failing to take care have hardened 
into an indictment of Timarchus's bios, his way of life (1.26-27). 

Aeschines no doubt hopes that this vicarious glance at Timarchus's body will 
lead his audience to fault Timarchus as readily as Democritus blames the soul 
for the body's suffering in B159. Yet it is worth observing a difference in their 
respective allegations. While Democritus simply charges the soul for damage to 
the body, Aeschines is accusing Timarchus of something else, namely his 
corruption qua elite citizen qualified to advise the polis and, more broadly, qua 
free man. On closer inspection, however, Democritus, too, understands the 
consequences of indulgence to be far greater than bodily harm, as we will see 
later, as does Plato. Indeed, Plato makes the intrinsic worth of the psukhe the 
primary justification for its care in his early “Socratic” dialogues, perhaps 
adopting this position from the historical Socrates.4s In the Apology, Plato's own 
account of Socrates' trial, the defendant declares: 


ovdéev yàg &AAo TOĀTTOV żyw TEOLĒOXOHAL T) rte(Ocov VUV xai VEWTÉQOUS 
xai TQEOBUTÉQOUS NTE owuátwv érapeAeicOat urjve XENLATWV TQÔTEQOV 
LUNdE OUTS odoóóQa cc ts pUxXTS OTWVG wç àoíotr gota. (Pl. Ap. 30a7-b2) 


For I go around doing nothing but trying to persuade you, young and old, to 
care neither for your bodies nor for your possessions before [your soul], nor 
even so much as you care for your soul, that it is as good as possible. 


On what grounds, though, should the welfare of the soul be elevated over 
bodies and possessions? 

Throughout the Apology, Socrates speaks of the soul in relation to phronesis, 
"thought." At the same time, as Eric Havelock points out, he uses the expression 
“to care for the soul" interchangeably with the expression “to care for oneself," 
suggesting that he sees the soul as equivalent to, if not synonymous with, the 
reflexive pronoun.» His language implicitly justifies the soul's priority through 
its importance to the defining activity of the person, namely thought. 

That justification becomes more explicit in Alcibiades I, perhaps one of the 
earliest of Plato's dialogues, where Socrates undertakes a more systematic 
equation of the soul with the self.so Socrates is here shown in action, exhorting 
the dialogue's namesake to care for himself. What this care entails, however, is 
not clear to Alcibiades. So Socrates explains what he means by running through 
a range of candidates whose care is potentially equivalent to self-care, 
systematically eliminating them until he arrives at the soul. He begins with 
objects within the orbit of the self but far from its center (shoes, rings), each of 
which is abandoned on the grounds that it merely belongs to a part of the body 


(127e-128d). But, although in this first phase the body and its parts stand in 
contrast to instruments, caring for the body does not qualify as an art of caring 
for oneself. In the next phase of the argument, we learn why. By introducing a 
second opposition between user and used—recall that Democritus, too, has 
exploited these terms—Socrates succeeds in moving body parts (hands, eyes) 
into the same class as inanimate objects (tools, harps). The last of these objects 
to be heteron, “other,” than the person is the body (129e7).s1 Transformed into 
an instrument, the body serves as a foil against which the person can be defined 
as a user and, hence, on the undefended premise that the user of the body just is 
the soul, as the soul. Socrates then takes the argument one step further. The 
soul not only uses the body but also rules over it, because, as Socrates asserts 
and Alcibiades concedes, the body cannot rule itself.s2 Given the soul’s role as 
user and master of the body, its neglect incurs shame in a community that 
prizes the capacity to act and to rule: “I fear," says a chastened Alcibiades, “that 
I have escaped my own notice for a long time now, most shamefully” (kivôvvedw 
dé Kai náa AEANVEvat &épxvxóv AIOXYLOTA ÉXwV, 127d7-8).53 

More than once in the early dialogues we find Plato defining the worth of 
the soul qua ethical self against the body. Far from marginalizing the arts of the 
body, however, Plato often uses them as models for a tekhne of soul care. In the 
opening scenes of the Protagoras, we find Socrates again with a young man, 
aptly named Hippocrates, who is eager to become a student of Protagoras. 
Socrates cautions that before seeking the great sophist's teachings, he should 
consider the risk he is taking with his soul, “through which we conduct our own 
affairs well or poorly" (èv @ návT éotiv Ta où À EV À kaxcc TEATTELV, Prt. 
313a7-8; cf. 313e2-314a1). For the sophist, like a merchant of foodstuffs who 
does not know what the effects of his wares will be on the body, cannot say 
“whether his teachings will be beneficial or harmful for the soul” (Ort xonorov 
T] TOVNEOV TOOG TI}V vXrīv, 313d8—e1; cf. 334a3-5), with the result that his 
client is risking his soul in unknown territory. The young Hippocrates would not 
take such odds with his body, Socrates argues; he would most probably consult 
a physician before swallowing foods whose effects he cannot predict.s4 How, 
then, can he gamble with the soul, which is far more valuable?ss Should he not 
seek expert knowledge here, too? Plato makes the case for the worth of 
“whatever there is in us which justice and injustice concern” (6tt mot ¿oti t&v 
uetégwv, Tegi ô fj TE AdtKia xai T] óucauocovr,| čoriv)—the soul is not named 
—even more forcefully in the Crito, again using as his model the body whose 
nature is known only to experts. The athlete, he points out, must listen to his 
trainer and his physician and ignore the advice of the crowds if he wants to 
avoid destroying his body. So, too, then, must we shut out the opinions of the 
many if we do not want to ruin that part of us that is most valuable and makes 
life most worth living (Cri. 47d6—48a4).56 

Even this cursory glance at some of the earlier Platonic dialogues suggests 
two basic uses for the soma. It serves, on the one hand, as a foil to that part of 
us that thinks, acts, and exercises mastery; determines whether we conduct our 
affairs well or poorly; and is concerned with what is just and unjust. Plato 
consistently calls this part of us psukhe. On the other hand, the soma is not 
simply the object that defines a psychological subject. In medical contexts, Plato 


also casts it as a physical object embedded in a web of unseen forces that can be 
channeled toward benefit or harm by those with expert knowledge. Seen in 
these terms, the soma becomes a model for the psukhe, through which it 
acquires its own principle of flourishing, nourished by teachings and susceptible 
to benefit and damage.s It is possible that physiological ideas about life and 
health played a significant role in how Plato (or Socrates before him) 
conceptualized what we might call a principle of ethical life, realized through 
actions that constitute “doing well" or “living well" and based in the soul. Such 
a principle seems to be present later in the Protagoras, where Socrates makes it a 
tenet of human nature that we desire and pursue those things which we believe 
to be good.ss The similarities between these two principles, biological and 
ethical, can explain the affinities of Socrates’ position—we fail to flourish 
because we lack knowledge about the good—with the idea that health depends 
on acquiring expert knowledge about what helps and harms the soma. 

In valorizing knowledge, moreover, the Socrates of Plato's early dialogues 
develops a silence not unlike that observed earlier in the Hippocratic writers. 
Recall that, although those writers not infrequently trace disease to desires for 
food and sex, they are rather reticent about what motivates a patient who 
neither forms desires on the basis of bodily needs nor acquires knowledge about 
how to achieve health from his physician. Plato's Socrates, too, is rather vague 
about why we act as we do in our ignorance. Or, rather, while he is clear that 
we act on the basis of false beliefs about the good, he does not elaborate how 
these beliefs form.so In the so-called middle dialogues, such as the Gorgias, the 
Phaedo, and the Republic, however, Plato begins to explore in greater detail why 
our natural tendency to seek the good goes astray.co In so doing, he expands the 
analogy between health and virtue from the early dialogues in order to develop 
a notion of psychic disease in which appetitive desires and pleasures become 
analogous to the things inside the body that hurt it.sı These psychic “things” 
can answer the question of what motivates us in the absence of clear 
information from the cavity about what it needs for health. But even more 
important, they can be faulted for turning us from the true nature of the soul. 
For our true nature, unlike the nature of the body, can form a continuum with 
our motivations if we acquire the appropriate knowledge and manage our 
appetites. In other words, if we have knowledge, we can desire just what the 
soul needs.62 

Plato's growing interest in the nature of desire makes his exploration of 
psychic disease increasingly complex, too complex to tackle further here. It is 
worth keeping in mind, however, that although this exploration unfolds in 
Plato's oeuvre as a development in his own thinking, the problem of pleasure, 
and specifically the mastery of pleasures, was already widely recognized in the 
late fifth and early fourth centuries. Indeed, Socrates admits he is swimming 
against the tide of popular opinion when, in the Protagoras, he categorically 
denies that someone can “be bested by pleasures" (W710 twv rjbovóv rjxàac0au, 
352e6-353al) in order to argue that people act in ignorance of what is 
beneficial.» Most people, he says, think that knowledge is “nothing strong, no 
ruling or hegemonic part" (ovx ioxuoóv oùd nyeuovucôv oùd AOXLKOV): 


OVdE OG TEQL TOLOUTOU ALTO Óvtoc Ouxvoobvta, AAA’ £vobor TIOAAAKIC 
AVOEOTIM ETLOTHUNS OÙ TV ETLOTHUNV AÙTOÙ &oxew AAA GAAO TL TOTÈ HEV 
Ovuóv, tote dE r]oovi]v, Torč dE AUTNV, Eviote dE ÉQuTA, TOAAAKIC dé póßov, 
ĀTEXVOG DLAVOOULEVOL negi TS ETLOTHUNS WOTEQ negl AVOQATOdOU, 
TEQLEAKOHÉVNE UTO t&v &AÀcv ĀTAVTAV. (Prt. 352b5-c2) 


They don't see it as something like that, but they think that, although a person 
often has knowledge within him, knowledge does not rule him, but something 
else—now anger, now pleasure, now pain, sometimes sexual desire, and 
frequently fear. They just think of knowledge as a slave, pushed around by all 
the other things. 


It is hard to know when the language of mastery, sometimes expressed 
quantitatively as being “greater” or “lesser” than pleasures or emotions, became 
widespread. Its popularity, however, can explain why, in cases where the psukhe 
is seen as the seat of knowing, believing, judging, perceiving, and voluntary 
action, the threat to these faculties—over and above any threat to physical 
health—often takes the shape of desires and pleasures. One way of articulating 
this threat, as Plato's dialogues indicate, is to appropriate figures of disease 
from contemporary medicine, turning medicine into a significant conceptual 
and imaginative resource for the theorization of pleasures, desires, and false 
beliefs as the Furies that drive humans to ruin. 

Yet, if the soul is vulnerable to forces that behave like those in the body, its 
defining power, intelligent agency, is compromised, as we saw above. It is true 
that that agency is already under threat during disease in the medical writers. 
Nevertheless, despite the emphasis in some texts on regimen and compliance, in 
medicine there is a sense that intelligence and agency, while neither omnipotent 
nor infallible, are safely vested with a physician. When these faculties are 
located in a soul responsible for self-reflexive care, however, they become more 
vulnerable, not only to somatic forces but also to psychic ones. Psychic disease, 
that is, with its warping of motivation and belief, complicates the possibility of 
adopting the position of the physician vis-à-vis oneself. If the internal threats to 
psychic order (desires, beliefs, thoughts) work analogously to forces inside the 
body, how can a space of intelligent agency be maintained? 

We possess a late fifth-century text that deftly exploits just this difficulty. In 
his Encomium to Helen, Gorgias gives an account of psychic compulsion that 
turns on a provocative translation of daemonic agency into the dynamics of 
physicality—logos, for example, “accomplishes the most godlike things by 
means of a very small and invisible body" (opuxçotäto copari xai 
ĀPAVEOTĀTA Ocióxaxa čoya ĀrtoreĀcī, 8). Let us inquire more closely, then, 
into how contemporary models of bodily disease inform Gorgias's speech and 
the consequences of these models for his representation of the soul. Having 
examined Gorgias's challenge to the legitimacy of praise and blame, I will 
return to Democritus's fragments on psychic disease in order to see how, in 
adapting the idea of technical agency to the care of the soul, he recuperates a 
place for praise and blame and, hence, for ethical subjectivity. 


GORGIAS'S ENCOMIUM TO HELEN AND HUMAN DISEASES 


The Encomium to Helen is, as its title suggests and as Gorgias declares outright in 
the final lines of the speech, an exercise in denying blame. What makes it 
particularly fascinating for our purposes is that Gorgias is interested in 
defending Helen's innocence not simply on conventional grounds but also in 
terms of impersonal forces that operate through nature, necessity, and chance. 
In fact, the common axiom of the four causal scenarios he outlines, while valid 
for each of them, rings of the inquiry into nature: 


TÉDUKE yàg OÙ TO KOEĪOJOV UTMO TOV rjocovoc kwÀúeoðar, AAA TO TJOOOV 
ŪTO TOV KOEIOJOVOG &oxeo0au kai &yecOau, xai TO LEV koetooov yEtoOaù, 
tò òè Nooov ÉneoOaL (Gorg. Hel. 6) 


For it is the nature of things, not for the strong to be hindered by the weak, 
but for the weaker to be ruled and drawn by the stronger, and for the stronger 
to lead and the weaker to follow. 


Gorgias begins exonerating Helen by invoking, then quickly setting aside, the 
first possible cause: the familiar triad of the gods' plans, Chance, and Necessity 
(the last two qua quasi-daemonic forces whose workings are not open to 
examination).e Bia, “brute force,” also requires little explanation. The last two 
cases, however, logos and eros, demand further discussion. If logos is a dunastes 
megas, a “great ruler" (8), for example, we need to know how it exercises its 
power. In fact, Gorgias spends the rest of the speech responding to just this 
question, namely, how are people forced to act by the words and images that 
strike their souls? 

When Gorgias says that logos accomplishes great things ^with a very small 
invisible body" (8), he is not imagining a homunculus.«s Having a body, rather, 
means having the power to act: the word can (dUvatat) stop fear, take away 
grief, and create joy, precisely because, like other physical stuffs, it has a 
dunamis.s To explain this power, Gorgias will eventually invoke a medical 
model, arguing that the power of speech over the ordering of the soul, psukhē, 
has “the same logic” (tov avtov dé Aóyov) as the power of drugs over the 
nature of bodies: “For just like some kinds of drugs take some humors [xvuoús] 
from the body, and some stop illness, others life, in this way do some words 
harm those listening, and others delight them" (14).; The analogy is 
anticipated earlier in the speech when Gorgias describes persuasion by marrying 
the traditional language of enchantment to that of physical change (£0£A&£e, 
uetéotnoev, 10). And while the dunamis of eros, sparked by opsis, “vision,” 
works in a slightly different way, Gorgias represents its effects, too, as a “human 
disease" (àvOocruvov véonua) and psychic ignorance (19).6s Gorgias thus 
seems to adopt the physical body to help represent a transition from power 
understood anthropomorphically to power envisioned in terms of impersonal 
stuffs. 

Yet how should we understand the word "like" on which Gorgias’s 
comparison between the body and the soul rests? How is the soul that receives 
words and images like the body manipulated by the physician? How are they 


different? One point of similarity is that Gorgias sees force building up through 
a causal chain in the soul much as it does in the body. In some cases, he treats 
opsis or logos as the simple mechanism through which the soul is affected by 
outside forces: shivering, tearful pity, and love of mourning arise through words 
(ta t&v Adywv, 9); pleasure and pain are produced because of words (dt 
Aóywv, 10); the soul is imprinted by the image on account of vision (Oià ths 
OWews, 15).6 In this last example, however, Gorgias goes on to provide a more 
detailed account of what can happen in the soul between the impact of the 
image and its perceptible effects. His account, responding to the implicit how 
question that arises when daemonic agents are eliminated, has affinities with 
contemporary explanations of how disease arises in a body through an 
increasingly dangerous series of actions and reactions. 

Gorgias begins by stating that if the vision—notice the substitution of the 
faculty for the person7o—sees bodies arrayed for battle, it is thrown into 
disorder: the verb for disordering, tarasso, is standard for humoral disturbance. 
Indeed, much as bile and phlegm, once disturbed, disturb the rest of the body, 
the disturbed vision disturbs the psukhe, with the result that those struck 
(exmtAayévtec) by fearful images often flee (16).5 Seeing fearful things, 
moreover, can turn people away from their present purpose (tov rtagovrog ev 
TH TLAQOVTL xoóvo poovuatos é£éotnoav): “Fear,” Gorgias says bluntly, 
“thus extinguishes and drives out thinking" (oütwc ànéofeoce xai é£&jAacev O 
cQópoc tò vénua, 17). The impact of the image does not necessarily end even 
here. Seeing fearful things, many people, Gorgias goes on, have fallen into 
fruitless troubles and terrible diseases and incurable madness, because “vision 
engraves in thought [1] dWic ēvēyoaņyev èv T? ģoovrjHari] images of the things 
seen" (17). By treating images as seeds capable of generating increasingly 
serious conditions, Gorgias strengthens the ties between his account of psychic 
affections and contemporary nosologies, where trouble often gathers bit by bit. 
Like the medical writers, he distributes the daemonic power symbolized by the 
hand across a spatiotemporal process, leading us through an internalized series 
of cascading effects triggered, here, by a single image. 

These effects unfold in the realm of physical realities, unaffected by our 
wishes. First, ^what we see does not have the nature we want it to have but 
what each happens to have” (à yao og@pev, ExEL oo OVX Tv rueic O£Aopev, 
AAA fjv Ékaotov ÉTUXE, 15).72 Moreover, once things have been set in motion, 
there seems to be no stopping them. Yet we might recognize the very 
appearance of necessity here as a rhetorical strategy. We have seen that the 
medical writers understand disease as a process realized in and through an 
individual soma, which is interposed between an external catalyst and a 
(visible) outcome. The “intervallic” status of the soma opens up the possibility 
of different outcomes: the force rushing in might be conquered if the body's 
dunamis is strong; the person, sensing the beginning of trouble, might take 
measures to correct the problem before it gets out of hand; an ill-chosen meal 
the day before might turn that force into a full-fledged disease. In fact, the soul, 
too, may be a kind of interval, Gorgias implies.73 Though he takes for granted 
that under certain circumstances the vision and the soul will always be 
disturbed, once we reach the result clause, where those struck by fearful images 


flee, he introduces the adverb pollakis, *often." Moreover, it is only some people 
who, seeing fearful things, go out of their minds. Many (but not all) fall into 
disease and madness. But what, we might ask, determines who flees and who 
goes mad? Is there a way to avoid these outcomes? 

In asking these questions, we are led to reflect on what an individual soul, 
either as the locus of a certain kind of character or as a possible agent of 
intervention in the process, contributes to the outcome of its initial disturbance. 
And this is precisely why Gorgias, committed to defending Helen's innocence, 
would prefer that we not ask them. While he does allow that different people 
will be affected differently by terrifying images, he remains focused on 
impersonal causes loosely clustered around the triad of nature, necessity, and 
chance and operating independently of the person. Desire and fear, for example, 
are natural phenomena: “It is natural [répuxe] for the vision to be pained at 
some things and long for others"; indeed, many things produce in us a longing 
and desire for things and bodies (18). Moreover, eros is not an error, hamartema, 
but an atukhema, a “misfortune” (19): if Helen was persuaded, “she did no 
wrong, but was simply unfortunate" (ovx nôiknoev AAA rvóxrjoev, 15). Finally, 
by stressing physical reactions to speech like shuddering and crying, Gorgias 
infects emotions and actions with the automatism of the sūma.74 Seen in this 
context, his use of the humoral body as an analogue to the soul looks like 
another tactic to cast psychic disease as a process beyond the scope of ethical 
subjects. 

Nevertheless, the soul is not the same as the body—more is at stake in fear 
or desire. When a medical model, under which the body betrays its own health 
in response to a powerful catalyst, is adapted to the psychic domain, it becomes 
scandalous. If a chance encounter with beauty can so easily annul the 
jurisdiction of nomos, the ethics of praise and blame are so contingent as to be 
worthless, secured neither by reason nor by the gods. It is a very bleak scenario, 
made bleaker by the fact that Gorgias withholds any hope of resistance. 

But it is not simply the troubling consequences of psychic disease that set it 
apart. The mechanisms themselves are ambiguous: speech is only like a drug; 
the persuader is only like one acting with force (wc avaykäoac), while the 
persuaded is like one forced (wc āvaykaodeīga, 12).75 The “like” of the Helen 
can be read against a passage from the Philebus, where Plato says that Gorgias 
distinguished between violence and persuasion by arguing that persuasion 
“makes all things its slaves not through force, but because they are willing [oU 
ĒKOVTOV MA o0 Old Pias, 58b1]." In Helen, Gorgias may, indeed, be implying 
that, in the interval between word (or image) and action, lies a moment of 
acquiescence. That is to say, his breezy confidence in conflating the mechanics 
of the physical body with what happens in the soul may very well be a 
challenge to the alibis created out of the new physics, a wink at an audience too 
easily transfixed by its desires and its fears. Helen, of course, incarnates the 
problem of desire, both through her power to attract other bodies (4) and in her 
own attraction to the body of Paris.76 She would thus seem to raise difficult 
questions about objects that, by promising pleasures and pains, co-opt our very 
capacity to choose what is good, leading us toward ruin. These difficult 
questions, however, are deftly sidestepped by Gorgias in his denial that psychic 


disease can be evaluated within a rubric of praise and blame. 

Given this refusal of blame, it is not surprising that Gorgias does not think 
hard, at least in this speech, about the possibility that different souls respond to 
stimuli differently. He does not ask what kind of soul it would take to stand 
firm in battle or resist Paris but keeps his focus on the power of images and 
words to act on a soul. At the other extreme, in Against Timarchus, Aeschines, 
despite equating the tragic Furies with the rash pleasures of the body, sees in 
his opponent's actions only individual depravity, nothing of its catalysts or 
mechanisms. I would like to turn now to a position between these two poles of 
ethical judgment. Democritus, as we have seen, attributes suffering to the soul's 
capitulation to pleasure. But because he also accepts that people hold the 
dunamis of wellness in themselves, he does not deny the possibility of blame. 
We saw in chapter 4 that the potential subject of medical knowledge is 
delicately poised between being the initiating cause of action or being merely a 
symptom. Democritus expresses that delicate balance in a new idiom. Despite 
the limits of the evidence, we can glimpse in his fragments a sketch of psychic 
disease, as well as strategies for protecting not simply bare life but also the 
eudaemonic life, the life of the soul.7s 


PSYCHIC DISORDER IN DEMOCRITUS 


In the Helen, Gorgias is vague about the physical status of words and images: 
what matters is that they do things in the soul. Democritus, however, is credited 
with developing atomism, one of the most influential physical theories from 
antiquity. We may expect, then, that if Democritus wanted to explain why and 
how humans go astray in a world where gods do not cause bad things, he might 
look to the atomic underpinnings of their actions. 

In fact, although scholars largely concur that Democritus viewed the soul 
(psukhe) and the mind (noos) in physical terms, they have not always accepted 
that his ethics is informed by his physics. Some of this skepticism can be 
attributed to contemporary concerns about reducing psychological states to 
physical ones.so Scholars have been wary, too, of an apparent contradiction 
between a physical theory that has been interpreted since antiquity as rigidly 
determinist and an ethics premised on praise and blame and, hence, implicitly, 
voluntary action.si Finally, because we have only fragments, many of which are 
aphoristic and reminiscent of traditional gnomic wisdom, it has been easy to 
deny that Democritus had an overarching ethical system or, at the very least, an 
innovative one.s2 

Let us begin with the last objection. There is an undeniable overlap between 
popular morality and the fragments. When Democritus writes that “such things 
as are bad and harmful and useless, neither in the past nor now do the gods 
bestow such things on people, but people run into them themselves through 
blindness of mind and lack of judgment [dia vob tudAdtnta xai 
&yvcopocbvrv]" (B175), he would seem to be revisiting Zeus's remarks at the 
start of the Odyssey: while people blame the gods for their troubles, the truth is 
that they incur pains beyond what is fated “through their own folly” (oģrjotv 
àxacOaA(nci, 1.32—34).ss Upon inspection, however, the fragments suggest 


that Democritus was trying to conceptualize mental blindness as an objective 
state of human nature, with specific causes and outcomes, and thus as a 
legitimate target of inquiry. It is presumably because he believed such a state 
could be described in causal terms that he held out the possibility of remedying 
it, thereby both preserving and justifying the conditions of praise and blame 
that Zeus simply assumes. 

But how can we modulate our desires if they belong to a class of physical 
causes that unfold a chain of necessary outcomes? The question of how we 
intercede in such a chain does seem to become a concern in later (Epicurean) 
atomism, with its notorious concept of the swerve. But on the basis of the 
fragments we have from Democritus, the challenge of ethical agency appears to 
be formulated rather differently. The relevant model, I suggest, is the one we 
saw in the previous chapter of a subject who can be categorized either as 
someone who takes care of himself or as a kind of complex symptom produced 
by forces within the cavity. Like a physician vis-à-vis the body, Democritus sees 
the soul as a physical entity whose flourishing is imperiled by disordering 
tendencies within it. Yet there are practices within the scope of our power that 
can keep these tendencies in check. Such practices are, thus, indispensable to 
living well. 

Despite the relevance of a medical model of care, however, Democritus 
seems to recognize a categorical difference between flesh and humors and, say, 
desires and emotions. This difference does not, strictly speaking, have to do 
with atoms, for all these things are atomic. Rather, the difference between 
humors and desires appears to depend on a categorical difference between 
bodies and souls that, while traceable to atomic difference, cannot be 
adequately understood in atomic terms.s1 That may not seem like it helps much. 
It may be more useful to explore in greater detail how thoughts and desires and 
emotions work differently from humors or other such stuffs. Let us begin with 
the longest extant ethical fragment as an entry point to the question of how 
Democritus represents the causal factors of psychic wellness and disease, 
keeping in mind the concerns that have been raised about the consistency of 
Democritus's explanation of error. 

B191 is a particularly valuable fragment, drawing together themes that 
pepper the shorter fragments into a single, sustained account that is worth 
quoting at length. 


&vOocroict yàg EvOvuin yivexat HETOLOTITI xégiwioc Kai Biov cvppexotr TA 
Ò ¿Meinovta Kai OómeopáAAovxa HETATINTELV te duel Kai peyéAac 
KLVTJOLAG ÉUTOLELV TH pux. AL o" èk HEYAĀVV SLACTHUATWV KLVOVHEVAL TOV 
Vvxēcov OÙTE evoTabéEs eiatv OÙTE EUOvUOL ET xoic SUVATOIC OÙV DEL ÉXELV 
Uv Yvo[ujv kai toic TAQEOUOLV àgréeobat tov èv CnAovuévov kai 
OavpaCouévov OAtynv Hvrjnv ĒXOVTA xai TH dtavoia ur] TQODEÈQEUOVTA, 
TWV SE TAAALTIWEEOVIWV TOUS Bious Oecoéetv, EVVOOULLEVOV & rtáoxovot 
KAQTA, OKWS àv TA TAOEOVTA GOL kai UMAQXOVTA nueyáAa Kai CnAwTa 
ģatvnra, Kai unkéti TAELOVOV £rüOvuéovit ovußaivy kakonaðeiv TH 
puxi. ó yao Bavuáčwv xovc ĒXOVTAG xai HAKAOIČOHĒVOVG VTO t&v &AAÀcv 
&vOocrtv xai TH HV] Taoav cav TIOODEŠĒ0ELVOV ei ETLUKALVOUEYELV 
avayKacetar kai érupáAAecOat OV ÉTLOVUINV toù TL TET}OCELV AVAKEOTOV 


OV VOĻOL KWAVOUOLV. OLÔTEQ TA HEV uù óí(CecOat Xoewv, ETL SE Toi 
EvOUpÉEOOAL xoecv, magapáAAovxa TOV ÉAUTOÙ fiov móc TOV t&v 
PavAGTEQOV mQnooóvtov Kai pPaKagiCetv EWUTOV ÉVOVHEUUEVOV À 
Tt&cXoucty, OKOOW aUtéov PĒĀTIOV TOMOOEL TE kai OLAVEL TAUTIJG yàg 
EXOMEVOS TG YVOUNS ELVGVHOTECOV TE dLAEEL xai ovk OĀLYAC krjoac ÈV TA 
Piw diwoeaui, POdvov xai CījAov xai dvouevinv. (DK68 191) 


Happiness belongs to men through the moderation of joy and balance in life. 
Deficiencies and excesses tend to change into one another and create great 
motions in the soul. Those souls that are moved out of large intervals are 
neither well settled nor euthumoi. You must, then, set your mind on what is 
possible and be content with what is present, paying little heed to and not 
dwelling on those who are envied or marveled at. But you should consider the 
lives of people in trouble, thinking about what they are suffering so that what 
you have at present seems great and enviable, and it no longer happens that 
you are in a bad state in the soul through desire for more. For whoever 
wonders at the wealthy and those thought blessed by other men and 
constantly dwells on it in his memory finds it necessary to keep discovering 
new schemes and, on account of the desire to do something, to attempt a 
desperate deed which the laws forbid. Therefore, you should not seek some 
things, but be happy with others, comparing your life with the lives of those 
Who are doing worse, and, thinking about what they are suffering and how 
much better your life is proceeding than theirs, you should consider yourself 
blessed. Holding to this thought you will live your life more happily and you 
Will drive back not a few troubles from it, namely envy, jealousy, and ill-will. 


Democritus's stated subject is euthumie, psychic wellness.ss In the course of 
learning what this is and how to achieve it, we also find out a good deal about 
the things that imperil it. Democritus explains psychic suffering first in terms of 
what look like physical events that arise when measure is not observed and the 
balance inside the soul is lost: a seesawing between excesses and deficiencies 
that provokes “great motions.”ss Two adjectives are then denied to souls that 
are “moved out of large intervals": eustathees, “well settled," and euthumoi, 
"content," perhaps denoting an objective perspective and a subjective one, 
respectively.s; But the primary cause of psychic suffering is not a movement but 
a mental action, that is, desiring more, here expressed as dwelling on what 
others have. The outcome of such desire, moreover, is expressed not in physical 
terms but in terms of psychic states (envy, ill will) and actions (seeking new 
things, transgressing the laws). Democritus thus appears to recognize two 
different levels of description in the soul, although he leaves their relationship 
vague.ss Each level offers resources for locating suffering in a causal chain that 
unfolds inside the soul over time. The person not only can intervene in this 
chain by thinking about the right kinds of things, like other people's pain or 
what is possible: he ought (Sei, xoecv) to do so. 

It is possible here, as it was in Gorgias, to see affinities with medical 
accounts of disease. Although those features that look medical may have 
developed independently, Democritus's own reference to a medical analogy, 
together with his work in medicine, makes it not unlikely that he was drawing 
in part on contemporary accounts of bodily diseases when he developed his 


views on psychic disease. For just as the physicians are developing the idea that 
things inside the body hurt it, Democritus is elaborating a model that refers 
psychic trouble to things inside the soul. A passage from Plutarch suggests that 
Democritus described the soul as *a storehouse and treasury of ills, subject to all 
kinds of affections" (nowiAov Ti xai moAvnadēc xaxov TALLELOV ... kai 
0ncavoicpa, B149).so Foremost among these ills, it is easy to imagine, are the 
desires in B191 that, by outstripping what is possible, drive a person to harm 
himself and others. 

One of the reasons Democritus may be so interested in desire is because it 
seems to mark for him our distance from knowing what our nature needs. One 
fragment runs, “the thing that is in need knows how much it needs, but the 
person who is in need does not know" (to xorjCov oidev, ókócov xor Ceu ó dé 
xorjGov où yiwcooxet, B198).oo It is because we lack this knowledge and, with it, 
any clear sense of measure that desire spirals out of control. In this respect, 
desire is much like a humor, or like those fluxes inside the body that, as we saw 
at the end of chapter 3, are so difficult to harness. At the same time, insofar as 
the soul is responsible for both health and psychic wellness, we might see 
desires not simply as analogues of humors but as more serious threats. The 
problem of desire restages the problems posed by the humors in the domain of 
the soul, perverting not just our health but also our drive to live well.o: 

The fragments suggest at least two ways of conceptualizing how desires get 
out of control. On the one hand, Democritus discusses how the indulgence of 
desire creates ever more violent appetites.o2 


ócot ATO YAOTOOG TAS T]JŠ0VĀG TOLEOVTAL UTEQBEBANKÔTES TOV KALQOV ènmi 
Bowoeoiv À rtóceow À APEOdLOLOLOLV, TOLOL não ai HEV rjóovai poaxeiai TE 
kai dU OAtyou yivovtai, OKOJOV av xoóvov ĒOBIVOLV T) TIVVOLV, ai dé Arat 
noAAai. tovto HEV yàg TO ÉTUOVUELV del TOV AVTWV TĀOEOTI kai OKOTAV 
YĒVIJTAL ókoícv ETLOVHEOVOL di TAXEOS TE T] rjoovr] TACOIXETAĻ xai OVdEV 
èv aAUTOIOL XONOTOV ÉOTLV AAA’ À xéQuic Poaxeia, xai ABIS xcv avxov Ēcī. 
(DK68 B235) 


Those who take their pleasures from the belly, going beyond what is 
appropriate in their food and drink and sexual indulgences, for all of these 
people the pleasures are small and last a short time, for however long they are 
eating and drinking, but the pains are many. For the desire for the same 
things is always present, even when they get what they desire, and the 
pleasure shortly passes, and there is nothing useful left to them save this 
fleeting joy, and then there is need of the same things all over again. 


The paradox of pleasures of the belly is that, by coming and going quickly (ot 
taxéoc, dv’ OAtyov) without delivering satisfaction, they increase desire, rather 
than sating it. What is more, they leave pains in their wake. Reading these pains 
in light of the body's suit against the soul at B159, we can see them as arising 
from the conflict, which we saw above, between the person's pleasures and 
what is beneficial to the body. These pains, however terrible, cannot deter 
future indulgence, presumably because of desire's powerful impetus. 

But indulgence incurs a greater cost than bodily damage. The serial 


satisfaction of desires, after all, seems like a good candidate for causing the 
excesses and deficiencies responsible for psychic instability in B191. In other 
fragments, Democritus is clear about the costs of indulging appetitive desires at 
the level of emotions, character, and behavior: immoderation is the worst 
teacher of the young, for example, because it "gives birth to those pleasures 
from which badness arises" (tiktet tac rjoovàc tavtac, ¿E dv 1] KAKÓTNG 
ytvetat, B178); taking pleasures in “mortal things" is a recipe for distress 
(B189). Desire, by giving rise to pleasures that generate more desires, would 
thus seem to create a downward spiral in which one bad thing adds to another 
"automatically," as it were, until not just the body but the soul is thoroughly 
ruined.s4 

But people drive this process not simply by indulging their desires but also 
by the mental activity of desiring. As we saw in B191, dwelling on the honor of 
others causes psychic distress by stirring up envy and enmity.os These emotional 
states, in turn, lead to further trouble. Envy, for example, gives rise to strife 
(B245), in part, as Plutarch reports, by being transmitted through vision—which 
is triggered, in atomism, by tiny eidola, “films”—from the envious person to the 
souls of others.»s And if we always think about those who are more fortunate we 
will be compelled to go looking for new things and to attempt crimes. These 
transgressions, in turn, provoke even greater psychic distress, as the wrongdoer 
is plagued by fear of punishment and shame.s Emotions, thoughts, and 
memories, by feeding desire and by their own power to upset the soul, are thus 
all active causes of both psychic and somatic distress. 

It is possible to avoid such cycles only if one achieves “self-sufficiency.” 9s 
But how can the tendency of the soul toward disorder be countered? 
Democritus makes a repeated call in the fragments for simple moderation.» Yet 
is this all there is to it? One problem we have seen is that no one intuitively 
knows what he needs or what is beneficial to him. Another is the power of 
desires to stir up escalating cycles of psychic distress that would seem to 
preclude the kinds of thinking crucial to reestablishing order. Democritus seems 
to have strategies to counteract both of these problems. 

One of the difficulties presented by sensory pleasure is that it is not 
consistently or even regularly aligned with what is beneficial. Democritus is 
well aware of this problem. But he also recognizes another kind of pleasure, one 
that does correspond to what is beneficial for both the soul and the body. He 
frequently refers to this beneficial pleasure as terpsis, while reserving hedone for 
sensory pleasure.: In a famous fragment, terpsis allows us to recognize the 
beneficial: “The measure of what is suitable and what is not suitable is pleasure 
and unpleasure" (ópoc ovupógwv kai doveddewv régis kai ĀTeonin, B188; 
cf. B4). In claiming that measure can (retroactively) be discerned through a 
particular kind of pleasure and pain, Democritus, as Vlastos observed, adopts a 
position similar to that of the author of On Ancient Medicine, who emphasizes 
the aisthēsis of the body as the most important criterion in medicine.101 
Moreover, Democritus recognizes, again like the Hippocratic author, that 
natures both differ from one another and show variation under different 
circumstances (e.g., sickness and health). Thus, if someone wants to discover 
the kairos, the "right time and measure," for his needs and desires, he must be 


well acquainted with what is beneficial.102 Part of the challenge of harmonizing 
one's own nature with the world is that, as in medicine, the very things that 
harm can also help. “Evils for people," for example, “grow out of good things, 
when someone does not know how to guide and keep them resourcefully" 
(àavOgwnoior kakà čĒ &yaOcv vera, EMV TG TĀYAadā pur mortar 
nodrnyereīv UNdE Oxeīv EVTOQWC, B173). Or, as Democritus puts it in another 
fragment, though deep water may have benefits, one can also drown—hence, 
the invention of a "strategy," teaching people to swim (B172). The image of a 
boundary marker emphasizes the need to impose measure on the soul. The 
reference to teaching people to swim underscores the fact that people must 
impose measure on themselves, especially by becoming sensitive to the pleasure 
produced by what is beneficial. It is thus because human beings can "listen" to 
feedback from the soul that they have the potential to bridge the schism 
between what they need to flourish and what they desire. 

Yet, if people could achieve psychic health simply by registering what feels 
good, it would be hard to know why they err. To understand this erring, we 
need to remember that there are two kinds of pleasure: competing with our 
feelings of the beneficial is the pleasure that we feel when we satisfy our 
appetites. Moderation itself can quiet this interference, because the less we 
indulge, the smaller our desires and our sensory pleasures become. But to break 
the cycle of indulgence, we also need to know how to think about our needs. 
Thoughts interact dynamically with the physical state of the soul, not only 
feeding desires but also keeping order. As we saw in B191, one ought to 
concentrate on what is possible and think about those with less. By thinking 
rightly, we can refrain from transgressing the limits of our natures, as well as 
the limits of society as a whole: as one fragment reads, one must "set up this 
law in the soul [tovtov vópov tů puxi kadeorāvai], to do nothing unfitting” 
(B264).103 In this context, what is unfitting appears less like something we 
discover through experience and more like something we avoid through 
knowledge and right thinking. 

If thoughts can act, as it were, as drugs against potentially damaging desires 
in the soul, how should we imagine their force? Does right thinking or 
knowledge always trump desire? Or should we envision a struggle along the 
lines of those we see in the body, where the outcome is determined by what has 
more power at any given moment, or what prevails in a certain type of body? 
Democritus does use the language of being “stronger than pleasures” (ó ta@v 
ndovav Kkoeioowv, B214). But it is hazardous to hang too much weight on a 
phrase that, while plausibly informed by contemporary debates about the “law 
of the stronger," is too common to clarify how Democritus imagined the 
agonistic world of the soul, and our evidence is simply too sparse to know how 
—or even whether—Democritus developed a model of psychic struggle.:o 
Nevertheless, these questions touch on an important problem: if wisdom or 
right thinking secures protection against desire, what secures wisdom? The 
fragments suggest two possible answers, each showing affinities with 
contemporary technical strategies of caring for the body. 

First, Democritus occasionally uses the language of prophylaxis that is 
common in On Regimen. One must, for example, ekhein phulaken, *be on guard," 


lest a stroke of good fortune impel one to start thinking es to pleon, *to the 
more," and attempt the impossible (B3). Until now, we have focused on the 
place of things inside the person in Democritus's descriptions of psychic distress. 
Here, however, we can see that, much as in diseases of the body, these things 
can be stirred up by external factors, like unexpected success. One of the 
reasons that even good fortune can have a negative effect, it would seem, is 
that, by disrupting the soul's sense of the proper limits of pleasure, it causes 
desires and hopes to expand beyond what kind of future satisfaction one can 
reasonably expect. Tukhe may be a giver of great gifts, but it is unreliable; 
“nature, on the other hand, is autarchic" (Voi ðè avtäçoknc, B176).105 Yet, 
precisely because it is in the soul's nature to err in the absence of limits, self- 
sufficiency must be actively upheld, much as it is in dietetics. That is, if souls 
are to stay strong in the face of the impinging world and their own tendencies 
toward disorder, we must actively care for them by thinking rightly, for 
example, and acting with moderation.1o6 Indeed, “more people become good 
from practice [££ àoxrjcioc]," Democritus claims, “than from nature [ and 
votoc]” (B242).107 

Given that our responses to tukhe are not simply natural but “up to us"—to 
borrow a phrase that becomes standard in Aristotle and the later philosophical 
tradition—they are open to ethical meaning. Whereas Gorgias uses chance to 
deny responsibility, Democritus sees it as mostly a mirage that disappears in the 
face of clear-sighted prudence, much as it does for the medical writers in the 
face of tekhne. 


&vOocrtot TUXNS eiócAov inAácavto TEdhHact iding àpovA(nc. Bai yàg 
eovroet TÜXN páxetan, xà Ot mÀciota èv Piw edEvvetoc Očvčeokeirn 
KkatiOUveL. (DK68 B119) 


People fashioned an image of fortune as an excuse for their own folly. For, in 
a few cases, fortune battles with prudence, but with most things in life 
intelligent clear-sightedness steers rightly. 


Thus, even if thoughtlessness is initiated by the vagaries of fortune, the fact that 
we can resist the drive to desire “to the more" makes thoughtlessness something 
that must be owned. Whereas "the unwise are shaped by the gifts of fortune" 
(avoñuoves QVOPOVVTAL tois THS TUXNS ktočeotv), those who know are shaped 
by wisdom (B197). 

The idea of being molded by knowledge, which has attracted considerable 
scholarly attention, occurs elsewhere in Democritus. In one of the most famous 
fragments, he declares: “Nature and teaching are similar; teaching reshapes a 
man, and in reshaping fashions his nature" (f| dci; xai r] àidaxr 
TIAOATĀTJOLOV ÉOTL Kai yàg T] dLÔAXI] METAQUOHOL TOV AVOEWTOV, 
HETAOLVOHOŪJA dé puoronotet, B33). Vlastos is almost certainly right that the 
verbs rhusmod and metarhusmoo, “to fashion," in B33 and B197 refer to the 
arrangement of the atoms in the soul.:os These two fragments, then, bolster the 
idea that both mental acts and external influences dynamically interact with the 
soul qua physical thing. The nature-molding influence of teaching, however, is 
particularly interesting insofar as it resembles the practices of self-fashioning 


that we have seen: "learning accomplishes fine things through labors” (xà uèv 
KkaAà xomuata tois TOVOLIG ń UAONOIG èčegyáčetaı), while bad things 
proliferate of their own accord (B182).:»» Whether we choose to pursue such 
learning seems to be up to us. Nevertheless, by stressing the role of teaching, 
Democritus reminds us that it can be difficult to develop an intuitive grasp of 
our nature, whether of the soul or the body, and the knowledge of how to care 
for it without being educated. Education may play a role analogous to right 
thinking, instilling the proper conditions for moderation before damaging cycles 
of desiring become entrenched—recall that immoderation is a bad teacher for 
the young because it breeds the pleasures that give rise to badness (B178). 

Despite the state of the evidence, then, it is possible to discern in 
Democritus's fragments an understanding of psychic distress and wellness that 
recurs in various forms in later centuries. If we are to help ourselves through 
thought and action, he argues, we need to acquire and, indeed, to be physically 
transformed by knowledge of our nature, or at least practices that support that 
nature, rather than appealing to gods or trying to constrain daemonic agents. By 
failing to take care, we allow the stuffs and powers within us to be increasingly 
diverted toward suffering and self-destruction until we are conquered by vice. It 
is easy to lose sight of the basic assumptions of Democritus's account, given the 
lively debates that characterize the tradition of philosophical ethics in Greco- 
Roman antiquity. But if we do so, we fail to notice that this tradition develops 
out of a far-reaching reconceptualization of the ethical subject in the classical 
period, a reconceptualization that, I have argued, develops both in response to 
and in tandem with the emergence of the physical body. Let us briefly review 
the basic aspects of their relationship. 

First, the physical body acts as a foil against which the person, understood 
as a social and ethical agent endowed with intentions, desires, emotions, and 
thoughts, comes into focus. It is true that as early as Theognis, soma and noos 
can designate separate aspects of a person (frr. 649-50 W»). Nevertheless, as the 
body emerges as an object affected by both physical forces and technical 
manipulation, what is simply difference in Theognis becomes, in some late fifth- 
century thinkers, an electrified field within which soma and psukhe are being 
reciprocally defined and opposed. One common strategy is to represent the 
soma as the mere instrument of a soul or an ensouled subject who assumes 
responsibility for its use, as in Democritus B159 or Plato's Alcibiades I. Plato 
offers a striking portrayal of the soma in just these terms in Republic 5, where 
Socrates mocks the warrior who would abuse the soma of an enemy who has 
fluttered away, “leaving behind that with which he fought [c čroAčHetW.” “Do 
you think," Socrates asks, “that people who do this are any different from dogs 
who get angry with the stones that strike them but leave the person throwing 
them alone?" (5, 469d7-e2). The warrior who violates the corpse in this 
instance is bestialized not because he denies the corpse burial and reduces it to 
“mute earth,” like Achilles with Hector's body in the Iliad. Rather, he is dog-like 
because he makes a category mistake, confusing the thing, the body, with the 
agent. 

Those writers who foreground the instrumentality of the physical body tend 
to act as though it is inert without the guiding soul. That body, however, can 


also be represented as an object on the basis of its participation in a world 
governed by nature and necessity, a world where actions and reactions are both 
predictable (and, hence, manageable) and uncannily alien to the emotions, 
desires, beliefs, and thoughts characteristic of ethical subjects. From this latter 
angle, the body is no longer simply a foil to the soul, its passivity clarifying 
psychic agency. Rather, insofar as it is understood as a physical object that can 
be known and manipulated, it provides a model for the thinkers interested in 
pinning down the soul as an object of knowledge and care. As these thinkers 
develop explanations of psychic health and suffering that do not rely on the 
gods as causal factors, the conceptual resources developed in contemporary 
medicine to explain health and disease become increasingly important. 
Foremost among these resources is the idea that the physical body harbors both 
vital tendencies and tendencies toward perversion and death, an idea that 
allows the disruptive, daemonic force of symptoms to be explained through 
stuffs and powers inside the body that we do not always understand and that 
often operate below the threshold of consciousness and thought. Transposed to 
the soul, such a model of disease comes to encompass our very faculties of 
sensation, perception, agency, cognition, and judgment. 

By extending medicine's model of disease to the seat of ethical subjectivity, 
where goods like virtue and health are secured by intelligent agency, thinkers 
like Gorgias, Democritus, and Plato would appear to be undermining the very 
definition of the soul as an ethical agent by exposing it to forces that, like those 
in the body, are subject to chance and natural necessity.110 In response to this 
threat, we can see practices of psychic care developing, practices that recognize 
the soul's very capacity for self-mastery as contingent on conditions that must 
be managed if they are to remain conducive to the flourishing of ethical agency. 

Care of the soul, of course, does not cancel out the need for care of the 
body.:: The two are often intertwined, whether a writer sees the soul as 
dependent on the condition of the body; whether he takes the care of the body 
to be one benefit of a healthy soul; or whether he sees the care of the body and 
the care of the soul as complementary.112 In recent years, scholars have been 
exploring the close relationship between body and soul that we find even in a 
textbook dualist like Plato. In rediscovering their surprising intimacy, we may 
wonder whether dualist language is misleading. It is worth remembering, 
however, that the very idea of two entities to be related, body and soul, of 
which one is somehow not quite you, reflects changes to how a human being— 
and, more specifically, an ethical subject—is being conceptualized in the fifth 
and fourth centuries. These changes can be understood only if we stop treating 
"the" body as a timeless physical object that is simply *other" than the person 
and recognize that the emergence of the physical body changes how otherness, 
once equated with gods and daimones, is understood. Moreover, though most 
closely associated with the body, this otherness is also infecting the terrain of 
the person or the soul, even as the person-soul continues to be defined against the 
body. 

Explanations of human nature and human suffering organized around the 
physical body thus enter the cultural imagination not only in their specific 
details—bile and phlegm, for example, or the importance of diet—but also as a 


bundle of conceptual and imaginative resources that must be understood more 
broadly. In this broader sense, the physical body becomes relevant to 
representations of disease in tragedy, and particularly in Euripides. Euripides, of 
course, does not forgo daemonic agency. Rather, symptoms, because they point 
to hidden worlds without revealing them, allow him to explore the implications 
of both traditional and novel ways of explaining suffering. In tragedy, we 
discover the most searching interrogations of what it means to interpret 
symptoms in terms of a daemonic space inside the self. 


1 Kuriyama 1999.25-36. 

2 oscula dat reddique putat loquiturque tenetque / et credit tactis digitos insidere membris 
/ et metuit pressos veniat ne livor in artus (Ov. Met. 10.256-58). 

s That shame is acquired through culture is evidence used by the author of On the Sacred 
Disease to explain why children and adults react differently to the onset of an epileptic 
attack: children do not yet know how to be ashamed (Morb. Sacr. 12, Li 6.382-84 — 
22,20-23,5 Jouanna). See also Democr. (DK68) B244. 

4 Insofar as "the blush could not be mastered" (C. Barton 1999.214), it was a valuable tool 
for diagnoses of character in the Roman period; on the relationship between bodily signs 
and truth in this period, see also Gleason 1999. Yet, as Barton goes on to show, the blush 
is more complicated. At Am. I 8.35-36, for example, Ovid has his alter ego Dipsas 
encourage her young charge to feign the blush. 

s Medical analogies become increasingly sophisticated and complex in the Hellenistic and 
imperial periods: see Nussbaum 1994; Pigeaud 2006. 

6 For the idea that speech has both therapeutic and harmful properties, see Il. 9.507, 
15.392-94, with Laín Entralgo 1970.1-31. 

7 See above, pp. 97-98. 

s See Laks 2006.5-53. 

9 This is not to deny the importance of the eschatological context, which can justify the 
care of the psukhē, as at Pl. Phd. 82d1—7; see Bernabé 2007.34-36. See also Chrm. 156d4- 
157c6: the Thracian physicians taught by Zalmoxis both care for the psukhe and sometimes 
confer immortality. For Orphic-Pythagorean practices of care, see Foucault 2005.46-49. 
See also Kingsley 1995.283-86, on Pythagorean food taboos. 

10 The body is to some degree reintegrated with the ethical through the development of a 
more thorough teleology, such as that on display in Plato's account of the structure of the 
human body in the Timaeus. But even here, it is mind that organizes body: see Burgess 
2000. 

1 On the particular messiness of body-soul dualism in general (in relation to other 
binaries), see the remarks of Lambek 1998.108-12. For the body-soul problematic in later 
Greco-Roman philosophical thought, see the recent essays in R. King 2006. 

12 There is the added problem that we sometimes mistake philosophical inquiry and debate 
for a widespread public conversation. See Winkler 1990b.17-20, who nevertheless goes 
too far, I think, in discrediting the influence of the new philosophical and physical 
inquiries on public debate. Allen 2006 demonstrates greater interaction between 
philosophy and oratory. See also Dover 1974.1-8, distinguishing between moral 
philosophy and popular morality (with useful observations on the nonsystematic nature of 
the latter); and 10-11 on popular attitudes toward philosophy. 

13 Morb. IV 39 (Li 7.556-60 = 92,12-94,9 Joly). 

14 Morb. IV 39 (Li 7.558-60 — 93,26-94,9 Joly). 

15 Cf. Emp. (DK31) A95 (= Aét. 5.28), where Empedocles is reported to have held that 
animals have appetites according to specific deficiencies. See also the puzzling passage at 
Vict. IV 93 (Li 6.660 = 228,26-27 Joly-Byl): dreaming of habitual food and drink signifies 


a lack of nourishment and a desire (?) of the soul (évdetav onuatvet toons xai woxric 
émuOvpinv  [éraOvpíBnQv Littré Joly: AOvuinv 0 M Jones]; cf. vxrjc éruOvpuínv, at 230,2 
Joly-Byl). Yet dreaming of food also seems to indicate a surfeit, so that the proper response 
is to suppress food. In general, On Regimen IV holds that what the body needs can in some 
sense be communicated through dreams on the principle that, during sleep, the psukhe 
turns inward to “oversee its own household" (ótoucei tov éwvtis oikov, 86, Li 6.640 = 
218,8 Joly-Byl). But dreams largely signal trouble that needs to be corrected: to know 
what to eat or do in the first place, one needs regimen. Moreover, when the psukhe looks 
inward, what it sees is a cosmological drama in which symbols take the place of 
symptoms. In other words, the body “speaks” in macrocosmic images. To understand these 
symbols, one needs a handbook like On Regimen. Thus, the information that filters from 
the soma to the psukhe is not intuitively intelligible or automatically translated into desire 
but must be filtered through a medical framework of interpretation. 

16 See, e.g., Pl. Phlb. 31e6-32b4. 

17 Art. 11 (Li 6.20 — 238,1-2 Jouanna), cited above p. 177. 

is Morb. IV 50 (Li 7.582 = 106,16-23 Joly). See also Pl. R. 3, 405c8-44, contrasting 
seasonal diseases and wounds with diseases of indulgence. 

19 Morb. IV 49 (Li 7.578-80 = 104,21-106,10 Joly). 

20 On the gap between what the person senses and what happens in the body in this 
treatise, see above, pp. 130-31. 

21 Hamartemata: VM 12 (Li 1.596 = 132,11 Jouanna); see also Prorrh. II 3 (Li 9.10 = 224 
Potter), of patients who depart from a prescribed regimen. Other errors in the treatise 
concern the physician, e.g., VM 9 (Li 1.588-90 — 127,15-129,13 Jouanna), where error 
does not imply culpability, because it arises from an unavoidable lack of knowledge: the 
author praises physicians who err only a little bit (éraivéomui TOV cojukoá ALAQTAVOVTA), 
given the absence of precision in medical knowledge. 

22 It is unclear whether these people do not suffer the consequences of pain, as earlier 
humans suffered less on account of their habituation to bestial foods (VM 3, Li 1.576 — 
121,20-21,1 Jouanna), or whether pleasure overrides other considerations. 

23 On medical treatment that is painful but beneficial see, e.g., Pl. Grg. 478b7-c2. 

21 J. Davidson 1998.xvi, 139-82, with, e.g., Arist. EN 1118a29-32; Pl. Leg. 6, 782d10- 
783b1; Phd. 6443-6; X. Mem. 2.1.1. On the indulgence of appetite as a cause of disease in 
medical etiology, see Foucault 1985.117-19, 125-39; Byl 2006.17-18. 

25 On the physiology of pleasure: Genit./Nat. Puer. 1 (Li 7.470 = 44,4-10 Joly), 4 (Li 
7.474-76 = 46,21-47,19 Joly). But even this author declines to speak at length about 
erotic dreams (1, Li 7.472 — 45,8-10 Joly) See Dean-Jones 1992, arguing that the 
medical writers see sexual desire in men as stimulated by "something other than their 
bodies' requirements" and subject to their control (77). In contrast, female desire, as Dean- 
Jones persuasively argues, is represented as physiological and mechanical. See also Bodiou 
2004.220-23. 

2 Emotions, however, have a more direct relationship to the humors. See Morb. Sacr. 10 
(Li 6.380 — 20,1-5 Jouanna), where fear and weeping can induce an epileptic attack; cf. 
Epid. VI 5.5 (Li 5.316 = 108,5-110,2 Manetti-Roselli); Hum. 9 (Li 5.490 = 80 Jones). At 
Epid. II 4.4 (Li 5.126 = 72 Smith), inducing emotions can help balance the humors. 
Conversely, the regimens outlined in Vict. 1 35 (Li 6.518 — 154,9-12 Joly-Byl) can stop 
people from weeping for no reason and fearing what is not fearful; see also Virg. 3 (Li 
8.468-70 — 24,1-14 Lami), where sexual intercourse cures wild emotions. 

7; But cf. Pl. Smp. 186b8-d6, 187e1-6, where it is, indeed, the physician's job to produce 
desires in the soma for the right kinds of things: Eryximachus, of course, is defending his 
authority in a discussion about eros. 

28 Liq. 2 (Li 6.124 = 167,2-4 Joly). 

29 Cf. Grg. 499d4-e1. On the contrast between what seems good and what is good in the 


later Greek ethical tradition, see Mitsis 1988.19-39. 

so Cf. Morb. IV 39 (Li 7.558 — 93,23-25 Joly), where, in a context assuming harmony 
between the cavity and the person, feelings of pleasure confirm that something is 
beneficial: toUtwv yàg rjuiv 6 TL àv Ékaotov rÀetov TOV KAIQOD yívrjtat Kai èv TOÏOL 
taza, Keiva éa čartv (for if one of these [sc. humors-juices] is greater than it should be 
in our foods and our drinks, then these things are not pleasurable; but whatever is needed 
most in this regard, this is pleasurable). 

31 See Phd. 65a10, 66b7-67b2, 79c6-8, 80e2-81c6, 83d4—e2; see also, e.g., R. 10, 611b10- 
d6. Plato repeatedly rethought the contours of the body and, more specifically, its role in 
pleasure and desire. In the Gorgias and the Phaedo, where the tripartite soul is absent, the 
body tends to take the blame for appetitive desires and pleasures. But with the 
introduction of the tripartite soul in the Republic, desires are clearly located in the 
appetitive part of the soul without the body being absolved of responsibility (the psukhe 
appears to participate in disorderly motion because it is embedded in a soma at Ti. 42a3- 
4). The most complex psychosomatic explanation of sensory pleasures is found in the 
Philebus. For further discussion, see Holmes, forthcoming (b). On dualism and the tripartite 
soul, see T. Robinson 2000.42-47. 

32 Socrates goes on to locate all desires in the soul: see Grg. 493a3-5. The context is 
Orphic-Pythagorean, but he does not indicate that he disagrees with the view presented. 

ss Plut. Lib. 2; see also Plut. Mor. 135E. (In both places, Theophrastus, responding to 
Democritus, is credited with the opposing view—namely, that the soul is blamed unfairly 
for the evils of the body: see frr. 440A, 440B FHSG.) 

34 In addition to contrasting sóma and psukhe, Democritus also opposes soma to nous 
(B105). The relationship of psukhē to nous has long been an object of debate on the basis of 
Aristotle's comments at De an. 404a27-31, 405a9 that Democritus does not distinguish 
nous from psukhē (because, says Aristotle, he held that appearance is truth, a criticism 
related to his critique of the physicalism of Democritus's psychology: see further above, 
chapter 2, n.133). For modern versions of this position, see Kahn 1985.10; C. Taylor 
2007.77-78. In the fragments, Democritus seems to make psukhē responsible for thought, 
perception-sensation, desire, and voluntary motion; nous is probably restricted to rational 
judgment and perhaps several other faculties. 

ss DK68 B234: akçaoin dé Tāvavria morjocovrec avtoi TOOŠOTAI TG Dyteírc TOLV 
&riOvpuroiv. ytvovtat (but by doing the opposite things through lack of self-control, 
[people] betray their health to their desires). 

ss DK68 B223: cw tò okfjvos Xorjče, TAOL TAQEOTIV EVLLAQEWS ATEQ HOXOOÙ xai 
xaAaurcooínc: óxóca dE uóx00v xai TaAatTweing yobe. Kai Blov &Ayúve, TOUTWV OÙK 
ipe(pexat TO oKkñvos, KAA” À ts yvœuns kakoOtyir [kaKkoOtyin Diels-Kranz: kakoCryirn 
KkaOoôryin MSS: kakonOin Wilamowitz Taylor] (What the body requires can easily be 
acquired by everybody without effort and misery; the things that require effort and misery 
and make one's life painful are desired not by the body but by aimless judgment). Note 
that what I translate as “body” here is the word oxr|voc, “tent.” See also B37; B187 (cited 
below); B288. On the use of this term, see Peixoto 2001.192-96, who argues that it refers 
to “le corps en tant qu'enveloppe corporelle, c'est-à-dire en tant qu'enveloppe du complexe 
psychosomatique" (195). 

3; See DK68 B26b-d and the overviews in Guthrie 1962-69, 2:465-71 and Leszl 2007.40. 
At Ep. 17 (Li 9.352 — 74,22-27 Smith), one of the apocryphal Hippocratic letters from the 
Hellenistic period, the great physician finds Democritus surrounded by the bodies of half- 
dissected animals. 

ss The use of rt&Ooc to mean “affection” here seemed suspiciously Stoic to Diels; see also 
Kahn 1985.24 n.50. But the gist of the fragment, at least, is central to Democritus. See also 
B281; B288: vócoc oikov xai Blov yivetat 6KWOTEQ xai oxi]veoc (there is disease of the 
household and of life in the same way as of the body). J. Warren 2002.46, referring 


specifically to B191, speculates that Democritus offers the earliest philosophical example 
of therapeutic argument. The healer-philosopher figure, however, is also important to 
Pythagoreanism (with which Democritus is sometimes associated): see Kingsley 1995.327- 
28, 335-47; for Pythagoreanism and medicine more generally, see Burkert 1972.262-64, 
292-95. Empedocles, too, presents himself as a healer: see DK31 B111.1-2; B112, with 
Burkert 1972.153—54; Kingsley 1995.217-27, 247-48; Vegetti 1998; Hoessly 2001.188-97. 
39 See, e.g., Isoc. 8 (On the Peace) 39-40. See also Antiphon Soph. T6a-d (Pendrick) for 
reports from later antiquity that Antiphon created a tekhnē for removing sorrow just like 
the therapy set up by physicians for the sick, except reliant on words. Pendrick 2002.240- 
42 is probably rightly skeptical about the reliability of these reports (see also 1-2 nn.4-5 
on the unreliability of [Plut.] Vitae X or. 833C-D, one of the main sources for the 
anecdote), though they may have originated in late fifth-century comedy on the basis of 
Antiphon's practices. On “mental” disease, see also Emp. (DK31) A98 (= Cael. Aur. Chron. 
1.5.145). Music could also form the basis of a therapy of the soul: see, e.g., Pl. Prt. 326a4— 
b6; R. 3, 400a5-b4, with Woerther 2008. On the training of the soul as analogous to the 
training of the body: X. Mem. 1.2.19, 2.1.19-20. 

40 See also DK68 B57. 

41 See Pl. R. 2, 379c2-7: the gods do not, as the masses believe, cause bad things. The gods 
do cause good things, but this never obviates the need for a complex set of human 
institutions and practices designed to guide the soul to its true nature. 

42 See also Pl. R. 3, 408e2-5: ov yáo, olipa, oca oua Beganevovatv ... &AÀ& wuxr] 
ccxpa (For I do not think that [sc. physicians] treat a body with a body.... But it is with a 
soul that a body is treated). In the Philebus, both the body and the soul require measure for 
health, but only the soul can impose it. For the soul entrusted with bodily care, see also X. 
Mem. 1.4.13: the gods give humans a soul in part so they can protect themselves against 
the elements, relieve sickness, and foster health. 

43 Much as Democritus declares that it is easy to supply the body's needs, Socrates assumes 
there is no need to go on at length (un HakçoAoyuev, 3, 403e1) about what the body 
needs—an implicit rebuke, presumably, to regimen's detailed prescriptions. 

44 For the representation of new diseases of affluence: Pl. R. 3, 405c7-d5; cf. 404b11- 
404e6, with J. Davidson 1998.33. Cf. Pl. La. 195c9-11: physicians do not know whether 
health or illness is the more terrible thing for a man. Elsewhere, physicians know bodies 
without knowing themselves (Alc. I 131a5-7; Chrm. 164a9-c2). 

45 See Aeschines 1.39, 185. 

46 Aeschines 1.39. On the culpability of ethical ignorance, see Arist. EN 1110b31-1111a1. 
See also X. Mem. 1.1.16: Socrates thought the ignorant should be called slavish. 

4; See Winkler 1990b.54-64 on the “testing of speakers," of which Against Timarchus is our 
surviving example. 

4s For my purposes, it is not necessary that the dialogues usually referred to as "Socratic" 
(Apology, Charmides, Crito, Euthydemus, Euthyphro, Hippias Minor, Ion, Laches, Menexenus, 
Protagoras, Republic I; also often included are Alcibiades I and The Lovers: see below, n.50) 
reflect the views of the historical Socrates. Burnet 1916 makes the care of the soul a 
Socratic “invention.” See also Havelock 1972; Claus 1981.157-59. 

49 Havelock 1972.6—9. See also Foucault 2005.52-54. 

so The dialogue's authenticity has been questioned, in part because the soul is seen as the 
ruler of the body, but see Annas 1985.111-15, defending it as genuine. The idea of the 
soul ruling the body is presented as Socratic at X. Mem. 1.4.8-9, 4.3.14; cf. 1.4.17 (6 cóc 
VOUS évov TO GOV oua NWG BovAerai pexaxeipíCexvat). See also the discussion of 
Alcibiades I in Foucault 1997.228-31. 

si Cf. Alc. I 131a2-3: Gotic da 1&v TOD GVHATOG TL yryvooker TA ALTOD AAA OÙX ALTOV 
éyvwkev (anyone who gets to know something of the body knows the things that are his, 
but not himself). 


s2 Claus 1981.169-70 thinks that there may be an implicit contrast with medical 
definitions of the soul here. I agree that physiological definitions of a human being are a 
plausible subtext for Socrates' arguments here, though it would seem, pace Claus, that 
these definitions have more to do with phusis than with the psukhe qua life-force. 

53 See also Grg. 477b8—e6, 479b4-c4: the value of the soul means that psychic disease is 
most shameful. 

s4 On the expertise of the physician about the beneficial, see also Cri. 47b1-3; Grg. 490b1- 
7, 517d6-518a1. For the analogy between nourishment and teachings, see Phdr. 270b4-9; 
R. 9, 585a8-586b4; Ti. 44b8-c2. For medicine as a model tekhne, see Reeve 2000; M. Gill 
2003. 

ss Prt. 313a6—7; cf. 313e5-314al. 

se On the medical analogy, see also Grg. 505a2-b6, 512a2-b2; Hp. Mi. 372e6-373a2. 

s; On the soul’s flourishing, see also discussions in Havelock 1972.5-7; Nussbaum 
2001.97-98; Russell 2005.28-43. On the analogy, see also Claus 1981.109-10, 182-83. 

ss See Prt. 358c7-d2: ovo ÉOTL TOŪTO, Ws ÉOUKEV, tv AVOQWTOU "ūdeli, ETL À oletat KAKA 
civar čOčAetv iévat avti tv ayaOcv (To want to go toward those things that one 
considers bad instead of [things considered] good is not, it seems, in human nature); cf. 
Grg. 468b1-4. According to psychological eudaemonism, our only motivation for our 
actions is a belief about the good: see Irwin 1995.52-53. Yet this state of motivation can 
be classified as unnatural or, rather, “diseased” if our beliefs are misaligned with the truth. 
That is, only when we know the good do we desire naturally. The topic deserves more 
attention than I can give it here. 

so The closest he comes to explaining the origins of false belief is Prt. 356c8-e2, although 
interpretations of this passage range widely: see Holmes, forthcoming (b), with further 
bibliography. The conventional story, which has Socrates eliminate the role of nonrational 
or “good-indifferent” desires in human action, has recently come under challenge. 
Bobonich and Destrée 2007 .xviii-xxiii give a brief overview of these developments. 

so For the Gorgias as a transitional dialogue, see Claus 1981.175-80 (though he sees in it a 
transition to a less psychosomatic, more "abstract" inquiry into the soul); Woolf 2000. 

61 On the “medical” or "scientific" treatment of pleasures and desires in the Philebus, in 
particular, see D. Frede 1992.435, 450, 456; Peponi 2002. On the virtue-health/vice- 
disease analogy, see Jaeger 1944.21-26; Tracy 1969.90—96, 120-36; Lidz 1995; Gocer 
1999.24-33; T. Robinson 2000.39-41; G. Lloyd 2003.142-52. Cf. concerns about the 
application of a medical model to virtue and vice in MacKenzie 1981, esp. 158-78; Stalley 
1981; 1996; Ruttenberg 1986. 

62 See Segvic 2000, esp. 9, who, defending a similar claim, calls this “Socratic wanting." 

es See also Grg. 491d10-el: when pressed as to what he means by governing oneself, 
Socrates replies he is speaking of the popular notion of being temperate and mastering 
one's own pleasures and appetites (ocxpoova óvxa xai EYKEATH AVTOV ĒAUTOŪ, TWV 
"nóovcov xai ÉMOVHEV &oxovra vv èv éautæ). On being “less than" pleasure or 
Aphrodite, see Ar. Nu. 1081; Democr. (DK68) B214; E. Andr. 629-31; Hipp. 475, 727; frr. 
187.6K (= Antiope fr. 11 J.-V.L.), 282.5K (= Autolycus fr. 1 J.-V.L.). See also Antiphon 
Soph. fr. 58 (Pendrick), on conquering oneself by resisting pleasures. While the idea of 
mastering or being "stronger than" pleasures is central to Xenophon's portrait of Socrates 
(e.g., Mem. 1.1.20, 1.2.14), Plato was far more wary of the idea, as Dorion 2007 
demonstrates. On the mastery of pleasure, see also Foucault 1985.63-77; Winkler 
1990b.49-50. 

64 Ford 2002.175 n.57 sees the near conflation of this triad as indicative of an enlightened 
view of the “divine.” See also de Romilly 1976.319; Spatharas 2002.169-70. 

65 Guthrie 1962-69, 2:111 n.2, assuming that logos is personified here, excludes Hel. 8 
from his list of fifth-century examples of inanimate soma. 

66 See Hel. 10: 1] düvauis tHS érórjc; 14: Á Te TOD Aóyov óbvaquc. 


67 On Gorgias’s medical analogy, see Segal 1962.104-6, 133; Ford 2002.162, 184. The 
analogy does not imply that the soul or speech is not physical, although commentators 
tend to insert qualifiers (e.g., *quasi-physical," Segal 1962.106; “near-physical,” Worman 
1997.173; cf. Ford 2002.177 n.61; Horky 2006). Nevertheless, as Porter 1993.287-88 
observes, “Gorgias simply fails to spell out the physiology by and through which language 
is presumed to operate psychologically." Vision, though, receives more attention. 

6s In elucidating the power of eros, which works through the image, most commentators 
have looked at the effluence theory of perception ascribed to both Empedocles and Gorgias 
at Pl. Men. 76c7-e3: see Segal 1962.99—102; Kerferd 1985; Ford 2002.179-82. Ford also 
points to the depiction of air as a uéyioros duväornc at Flat. 3 (Li 6.94 = 106,2-3 
Jouanna); see also Buchheim 1989.164; Jouanna 1999.82-83, and above, p. 135. 

69 Persuasion, too, “stamps” the soul (tv Wuxi éturnwoaro, 13). For the idea of mental 
imprinting, see A. Pr. 788-89 and esp. Pl. Tht. 193b9-d2, with Horky 2006. 

70 See also Hel. 13 (tois xr]  óó£rc ouuaoiv); 15 (Sta ts Stews); 16 (ei Oeāceral T) di; 
and THS Oyewc); 17 (Á dic &véyooupev); 18 (xégrtovot tv čtv; tois óupaoctv; trjv 
owev); 19 (tò ts EAévns OH HA). 

71 The sentence in the latter half of chapter 16 may be corrupt. It is difficult, in any event, 
to reconcile the transmitted text with its context. DK82 B11 reads: ioxvoa yag 1] ovvi]Oeiux 
[MSS. àA1eux] tov vópov ðið TOV þóßov é&£cxícOr] [MSS. ciowKioOn] tov ano THS 
Ówecc, ris čĀGoūdA énoinoev apeAñoat [MSS. aouevioa] xai TOU kaAod TOV 1a TOV 
véHov KOLVOLIĒVOV Kai TOU &yaOo0 toù ài THY viknv [MSS. üiknv] yivouévov. On this 
reading, fear drives out respect for law and makes the person neglect what is good and 
beautiful by custom and law. The sense goes nicely with the context; see also X. Mem. 
1.2.22, where appetitive desire precludes caring, ēriļicAeīgOa, about what is right. Cf. 
Donadi 1978.53-55, concluding that both eiocxíc0r) and aouevioat must be retained (see 
also Donadi 1982). Nevertheless, Donadi's own interpretation of the passage is strained. 
Buchheim prints ciowkioðn and äouevioar but concedes that the sentence is hard to fit 
into the context (1989.172). See also the emendations of MacDowell 1961.121 (retained at 
MacDowell 1982.24-26). The translation at Kennedy 1991.287 neglects a crucial yao. 

72 Persuasion, however, imprints “whatever it wants" (6nwc čpovAero, 13). 

73 See Horky 2006.377, reading id16v tt ráOr]ua at Hel. 9 in this way (“souls become 
individuated according to the particular reception of the general logos"). 

74 See Segal 1962.107. 

75 Porter 1993.288 reads in that “like” a “metaphor of materialism”: “The mechanisms by 
which logos is translated into its effects are anything but self-evident, and they seem to 
advertise their fictional or metaphorical status. Their crossing-over into other domains is 
literally a category mistake. Is Gorgias's materialism a metaphor? If not, then his account 
has too many shortcomings to name. If it is, then this makes Gorgias's own account a 
metaphor—but of what?" 

76 Porter 1993.282-83, 294; Worman 1997.171; 2002.156-59. 

7; See also Kallet 1999 on Thucydides' use of contemporary ideas about disease to 
complicate ideas of moral responsibility. Compare, too, Socrates' explanation of why 
people err in regard to pleasure at Pl. Prt. 356c8-e2, also focused on the deceiving power 
of the image. In the Protagoras, however, people can acquire, through tekhne, the capacity 
to choose rightly (although Plato accepts elsewhere that some natures cannot be cured of 
psychic disease: see Scott 1999; C. Gill 2000; Brickhouse and Smith 2002). On Gorgias and 
Socrates, see Calogero 1957. 

7s On eudaimonie, see DK68 B170: evdatovin woxric kai xakoóauovín; see also B171. 
The sources for Democritus's ethical views pose some problems. Fragments B35-115, from 
the "Democrates” collection, are usually seen as the most unreliable, while those from 
Stobaeus (B169-297), and particularly the longer fragments from this collection, tend to 
be preferred: see Procopé 1989.307-8; 1990.22-23; C. Taylor 1999a.222-27; J. Warren 
2002.30-32. Leszl 2007.65-69 challenges the skepticism about the shorter sentences, 


pointing out that we do not know if Democritus compiled maxims rather than writing 
continuous works on ethics. On the ethical writings ascribed to Democritus, see Leszl 
2007.28-29, 52-56, and esp. 64-76. 

7» For thought as physical alteration, see Thphr. De sens. 58 (DK68 A135), with J. Warren 
2002.64—71. See also B158 and Arist. De an. 404a27-31 (A101) and above, chapter 2, 
nn.131,133,137. 

so See esp. C. Taylor 1967 and 1999a.232-34, responding to Vlastos 1945 and 1946, and J. 
Warren 2002.59-60 n.91; 2007a.87-90 on the debate. 

sı See, e.g., Kahn 1985.10-11. For Aristotle's concerns about Democritus's account of how 
the soul initiates motion, see De an. 406b15-22 (DK68 A104), 409a31-b4 (A104a). Cf. the 
account of Democritus's relationship to determinism in Farrar 1988.215-41, with which I 
am in broad sympathy. 

s2 See Annas 2002, esp. 170-71. Cf. J. Warren 2007a.87 n.1, defending the view that the 
eudaemonist reading is anachronistic. Regardless of this debate, in recent decades, 
Democritus's ethics have received more attention: see, in addition to the pioneering 
Vlastos 1945 and 1946, C. Taylor 1967; Tortora 1983; 1984; Kahn 1985; Farrar 1988.192- 
264; Procopé 1989; Peixoto 2001; Annas 2002; J. Warren 2002; and the essays in 
Brancacci and Morel 2007. 

s Note that, at the beginning of the fragment, Democritus says that the gods do give all 
good things to men (though, as for Plato, this does not eliminate the need for our agency). 
See also DK68 B217. On Democritus's theology, see C. Taylor 1999a.211-16. 

s4 Soul atoms, importantly, are reportedly fine and spherical, which makes them capable of 
causing motion (Arist. De an. 405a8-13 [DK 68 A101]). Psychic disease, in a sense, 
elaborates what can go wrong with atoms that cause humans to move. 

ss On the concept of euthumiē in Democritus, see J. Warren 2002.32-72. 

se For balance (ouupetoin) as a harmonious bodily state, see, e.g., Vict. I 32 (Li 6.510 = 
148,29-31 Joly-Byl). On the mechanics of soul movements—best understood in physical 
terms, given not only the dynamics on which atomism depends but also the significant role 
of flux in humoral disorder—see Vlastos 1945.583-85. Cf. C. Taylor 1967.13, 26-27; 
1999a.232-33, arguing that these motions are simply metaphorical. 

s; See J. Warren 2002.60-71 on the expression “moved out of large intervals." The 
adjective evoxaOt|c, "settled, stable," means “well built" in Homer (e.g., Il. 18.374; Od. 
20.258). 

ss See Farrar 1988.199-204. 

so The passage continues: ^... [ills] which do not flow in from outside, but have, as it 
were, native and autochthonous springs, which badness, widely diffused and abundantly 
supplied with affections, sends forth.” These lines are probably not a direct quotation from 
Democritus, but they shed light on the original context of the fragment. 

90 Compare DK68 B223; see also Motte 1984 and Foucault 1985.49-50 on the “hyperbolic” 
potential of the sexual drive in Greek ethics. 

91 Democritus specifically distinguishes between living and living well: see, e.g., DK68 
B200; B201. 

92 Violent appetites: see DK68 B72 (from "Democrates”). 

93 See DK68 B219, where greater appetites, being insatiable, create greater lacks (uéCovec 
yao doččeig uéCovac &£vóg(ac nowdoiv);, B224. On the effect of bodily troubles on the 
soul, see also Thphr. De sens. 58 (DK68 A135). At X. Mem. 1.3.5, 1.5.3-5, 3.14.7, Socrates 
is alert to the psychophysical consequences of indulgence. 

94 See DK68 B182: ta ó'aioxoà avev nóvwv AVTOLATA KAOTOŪTAL (shameful things bear 
fruit automatically without any labors). 

ə In fact, the transition in B191 between the description of unstable souls and 
Democritus's advice is marked by oùv (therefore), indicating that one should not, for 
example, think about what others have precisely because it produces great movements. On 


the power of thoughts, see also DK68 B62; B68; B89 (all from “Democrates”). 

96 See Plut. Mor. 682F-683A; cf. 734F-735C (DK68 A77), with J. Warren 2007a. 

97 DK68 B174: oc à àv Kai dikns aAoyH kai TĀ xor] óvta ur] EQS, TOUTW TĀVTA TĀ 
TOLAVTA ATEQTEÏN, OTav TEV vauva, Kai dédouxe xai éwvtòv kakitet (Whoever 
disregards justice and does not do what should be done—for this man, all such things are a 
cause of unpleasure, whenever he thinks back to any of them, and he is afraid and 
reproaches himself). On fear, see also DK68 B199; B205-6; B215; B297, with Procopé 
1989; 1990. See also B45 (from "Democrates"), where the wrongdoer's unhappiness is 
probably due to fear of retribution. 

98 See DK68 B209 (avtaokein Toopījg). See also B210; B246. Cf. X. Mem. 1.3.5. 

9» E.g., DK68 B3; B210; B219; B233. 

100 E.g., at DK68 B74, what is pleasant should also be beneficial. See J. Warren 2002.48- 
58, esp. 50. See also Farrar 1988.219-21; Annas 2002.176. Cf. C. Taylor 1967.17, 
contrasting terpsis as an ongoing state to hēdonai as ephemeral pleasures. B194 and B232, 
however, imply episodic terpsis. Nevertheless, the “objective good" interpretation of terpsis 
also has its difficulties: if terpsis is objectively good, it makes little sense to moderate it, as 
B191 advises (see J. Warren 2002.51); see also B223. Conversely, at B207, a hēdonē in 
what is fine is choiceworthy. J. Warren 2002.52 concludes that the vocabulary is not rigid 
enough to encompass all the evidence. But then Taylor's distinction may still be relevant. 
101 Vlastos 1945.586-87. 

102 On kairos, see DK68 B229, with Tortora 1983; J. Warren 2002.52-54. See also, more 
generally, Foucault 1985.57-59. 

103 Farrar 1988.241—42 sees Democritus as reconciling the phusis-nomos opposition here. 

104 Even in Plato, for whom we have far more evidence, the logistics of psychic struggle are 
ambiguous. Two basic problems recur. First, are desires beliefs or nonrational forces (and, 
the corollary, are they subject to persuasion or force)? Second, is reason strengthened by 
the acquisition of knowledge alone or must desires be tamed—either by some kind of 
bodily therapy or through therapy directed at the appetitive part of the soul—for reason to 
flourish? For some recent work on these problems, see Bobonich 1994; 2007; and the 
essays in Bobonich and Destrée 2007. 

105 See also DK68 B146: the sage is “accustomed to derive his joys from himself" (é& 
éavtov), with Farrar 1988.230-35; J. Warren 2002.55-57. Recall the contrast in On Places 
in a Human Being between tukhe, which is self-ruled, and knowledge. 

106 See esp. Vlastos 1945.585; 1946.59—60. 

107 Conversely, "continuous association with the wicked increases a bad character" 
(ģavĀvv óuin ovvexns ētv Kaking cvvavéet, DK68 B184). On ponos and askēsis, see 
also B157; B179; B182; B241-43. 

108 Vlastos 1946.57 n.14. C.C.W. Taylor, initially skeptical, accepts this interpretation at 
1999a.233. 

109 See also DK68 B180. For Vlastos, the power of the soul “to move itself in the ‘subtler’ 
inquiry of reason" (1946.57), which we might correlate with the emphasis on learning 
(mathesis, paideia) in the fragments, distinguishes autarchic phusis from the self formed by 
chance; see also Tortora 1984. 

110 For concerns about vulnerability to chance within Greek ethics, see Nussbaum 2001. 

1: The intimacy of psychology and physiology, loosely structured along an analogy, 
explains why medicine never fully relinquishes therapeutic power over the ethical 
substance in classical antiquity and why those who do advocate therapies of the soul 
continue to draw on medicine: Galen, for example, wrote treatises like "The Soul's 
Dependence on the Body" (Kühn 4.767-822) and “The Affections and Errors of the Soul” 
(Kühn 5.1-103). 

12 On the complementary care of body and soul, see, e.g., Antisth. fr. 163 (Giannantoni); 
X. Mem. 1.3.5. 


CHAPTER SIX 


Forces of Nature, Acts of Gods: Euripides’ Symptoms 


THE STORY OF GALATEA in Ovid's Metamorphoses moves from cold ivory to a 
sentient, acculturated Roman woman. Helen's story in Gorgias's Encomium 
travels in the opposite direction: she sees Paris, and all her plans—indeed, her 
very capacity to think—are driven from her soul; she becomes putty in his 
hands. In view of the fact that the chain reaction triggered in Helen by the sight 
of Paris and his persuasive words is governed by necessity and the law of the 
stronger, Gorgias argues, she is entirely passive and, hence, cannot be blamed. 

In Euripides' Troades, we again encounter the question of Helen's guilt. This 
time, however, we are dealing not with a paignion, “game,” as Gorgias describes 
his speech, but with an agon, a “contest,” to determine whether she will live or 
die. The agon, in which characters engage in a debate thick with the language 
and the tactics of the lawcourt and other arenas of public argument, is a 
distinctive feature of tragedy. In the Troades, it allows Euripides to take two 
scenarios that Gorgias conflates in his speech—one where the gods are 
responsible, another where beauty and seductive speech are blamed—and pit 
them against one another. Helen, speaking in her own defense, focuses on the 
role of the gods in her fate, beginning with Aphrodite's decision to pledge her as 
the prize in the Judgment of Paris and ending with Paris's arrival at Sparta 
“with no small goddess at his side" (Tro. 940—41).2 Hecuba, her opponent, has 
no patience for such explanations. She discredits Helen's alleged motivation for 
the Judgment of Paris (971-81) before arguing that the gods do not dirty their 
hands with the stupidity of mortals (981-82).: After contesting Helen's claim to 
be a victim of Zeus's plans and mocking the idea that gods whisk mortals away 
in clouds, she plays these two models of daemonic agency against one another: 
“Could [Aphrodite] not have stayed quietly in heaven and led you and all of 
Amyclae to Ilium?" (985-86). 

In her own account of Helen's crime, Hecuba foregrounds the power of 
vision. The moment you saw Paris, she tells her daughter-in-law, *your mind 
was made Kupris" (ó cóc à’ idwv viv voùs àénouj0r] Kúnos, 988); seeing the 
brilliance of his beautiful clothing, “you went mad" (tčeuaoywEng deévac, 
992). Hecuba's focus on seeing reflects the close association between eros and 
the eyes already evident in archaic poetry.4 By presenting seeing in terms of its 
consequences for the mind, she may also be cuing contemporary speculation 
about the mechanics of desire as a kind of “human disease," to adopt Gorgias's 
phrasing. Indeed, she dismisses Aphrodite as a name that mortals wrongly give 
to their own aphrosune, “folly” (989-90). Because that folly belongs to them, 


she holds, much as Democritus does, they ought to be held responsible for it. In 
this case, that means that Helen should be put to death as the cause of the 
Trojan War. 

The exchange between Helen and Hecuba offers a fascinating perspective on 
the question raised in the previous chapter: why do we err? Before the tragedy's 
spectators stand indisputable facts: Paris came to Sparta; Helen fled to Troy; 
catastrophe followed. These facts give rise to two competing stories: one in 
which a god is held responsible, releasing the victim from blame; another in 
which the goddess Aphrodite is replaced by folly. It is true that the latter story 
still represents Helen as passive: your mind, Hecuba says to her, was made 
(ënow0n) Kupris.s But, although Hecuba seems confident that her account 
secures Helen's responsibility, she does not spell out the grounds for blame. 
Blame may come to rest on Helen simply because the gods are absent as 
masterminds. Or it may be that Helen is to blame for being overpowered not by 
outside forces but by her own desires. In any event, the contest neatly severs 
“double determination" into competing accounts of culpability.6 

In this chapter, I argue that tragic symptoms, a category comprising both 
phenomena and acts blamed on daemonic forces, behave very much like Helen's 
crime in the Troades.; First, like that crime, they attract different types of 
explanations that, implicitly or explicitly, compete against each other. It is 
because symptoms support such different explanations that they so effectively 
straddle medical and magico-religious paradigms in tragedy. Of all the genres 
we have explored, tragedy most thoroughly realizes the potential of the 
symptom to generate meaning, rather than simply revealing "facts." Erupting on 
the tragic stage, symptoms allow the implications of different worldviews to be 
probed and the limits to different explanations of suffering exposed. I close this 
study by looking at tragedy because, unlike a magico-religious explanation or a 
medical treatise or an ethical text, tragedy is capable of engaging not only the 
conceptual but also the moral complexity of what it means to be a subject of the 
symptom in the late fifth century. 

Second, the contest between Helen and Hecuba reminds us that tragedy as a 
genre was committed to the problem of responsibility in a world uncertain 
about ethical agency. In the formulation of Vernant: 


For there to be tragic action it is necessary that a concept of human nature 
with its own characteristics should have already emerged and that the human 
and divine spheres should have become sufficiently distinct from each other 
for them to stand in opposition; yet at the same time they must continue to 
appear as inseparable. The tragic sense of responsibility makes its appearance 
at the point when, in human action, a place is given to internal debate on the 
part of the subject, to intention and pre-meditation, but when this human 
action has still not acquired enough consistency and autonomy to be entirely 
self-sufficient.s 


These concerns about autonomy, however, are articulated not only vis-à-vis an 
externalized divine but also vis-à-vis forces within the tragic subject. One way a 
tragedian could represent the hero's ambiguous relationship to the divine- 
daemonic plane was to explore varying interpretations of the symptom. These 


interpretations often differ with respect to the weight they assign to internal 
and external factors, with a greater focus on internal factors tending to 
correspond to the fading of the gods as agents, if not their elimination 
altogether, as in the Troades. In making this observation, I am not denying that 
from Homer to Euripides and beyond, the gods work through the innermost part 
of the person. Nor am I claiming that when tragedy does focus on internal 
factors, these factors are necessarily “medical” or physical. I am suggesting, 
rather, that medicine was particularly relevant to tragedy because it was 
developing conceptual and imaginative resources to describe struggles for 
power in the inner recesses of a human being. "Tragedy," writes Williams, "is 
formed round ideas it does not expound, and to understand its history is in 
some part to understand those ideas and their place in the society that produced 
it.” The function of those ideas, Vernant observes, “once they are taken out of 
their technical context ... to some extent changes.”10 Having vested daemonic 
power in the physical body, medicine does not determine tragedy's 
representation of disease, but, rather, enriches its resources for representing the 
conundrum of responsibility while also complicating that conundrum. 

In exploring the influence of medicine, and more specifically the physical 
body, on tragedy, I have chosen to focus on several works by Euripides. Of the 
three tragedians, Euripides is widely recognized to have been most engaged 
with contemporary intellectual developments.1 He is also arguably the 
tragedian most intrigued by the shadowy regions of the daemonic.12 On both 
these issues, however, scholars have been historically polarized, casting 
Euripides as both an iconoclast deeply sympathetic to the sophists and a 
staunch traditionalist.1: Nowhere has this polarization been more pronounced 
than in discussions of how he represents the gods.14 Many scholars have 
speculated that the playwright himself adhered to the heterodox ideas about the 
gods sometimes advanced by his characters, pointing to how he appears in the 
comedies of his contemporary Aristophanes.15 Others have vigorously contested 
Euripides’ alleged atheism.16 It is true that in recent years many critics have 
tried to develop a more nuanced approach to Euripides' gods by distinguishing 
between authorial belief, thematic motifs across a literary oeuvre, and the views 
of individual characters.17 Prevailing trends in literary criticism have also made 
scholars more tolerant of ambiguity and open-endedness.:s Nevertheless, it is 
still often assumed that the plays ultimately endorse a theological vision that 
can be attributed to the playwright, an assumption particularly prevalent in 
work on medical influence. While usually accepting Euripides' interest in 
contemporary medicine, scholars remain wary of making claims about causality 
that would marginalize the gods’ power in his plays.19 

Strong presuppositions about Euripides’ theology have, unsurprisingly, 
influenced how his tragedies are read. Scholars trying to demonstrate Euripides’ 
piety often bracket large swathes of his plays as extradramatic or irrelevant to 
the theological vision of the work.20 The idea of such a vision is predicated on 
the belief that the plays offer a final word on cause and culpability, often in the 
form of a deus ex machina.» But, in many cases, no such final word can be 
assumed. A tragedy like the Orestes seems to mock the very convention of the 
deus ex machina capable of restoring order and meaning. In the Heracles, 


epiphany is “used up" prematurely without clarifying matters for either the 
internal audience or, arguably, the external one. At the same time, the opposite 
approach, which treats Euripides' gods as flagrant fictions in the service of an 
enlightened theology, is no more satisfactory.» Euripides, as his most 
perceptive critics have observed, is not a philosopher. If, however, “philosophy 
and science can only begin when a set of questions is substituted for a set of 
vaguely assumed certainties,”23 he is one of our most valuable witnesses to the 
ways in which the emergence of the physical body could transform 
conventional narratives about suffering. In that capacity, he shows us the 
ethical crisis that is created when disease is decoupled from daemonic agents. 
By using the symptom as a magnet for different worldviews, a node where 
narratives of disease clash and cross-pollinate, Euripides makes it a privileged 
tool in his dramatization of questions about otherness, the self, and the meaning 
of suffering.24 

In this chapter, I defend my approach against other ways of interpreting 
tragic symptoms vis-à-vis contemporary medicine and then illustrate this 
approach in short readings of three plays where the problem of disease figures 
prominently: Hippolytus, Heracles, and Orestes. In developing these readings, I 
have been aware of the challenges inherent in trying both to prove the influence 
of medicine and to gauge its importance. Scholars of Greek tragedy sometimes 
seem to view claims of medical influence as threatening the sanctity of religion 
or adulterating the spirit of tragedy. That fear may be assuaged by Gillian Beer's 
incisive reflections on the imaginative repercussions of evolutionary narrative in 
the nineteenth century: 


The acquired cultural language of science, like that of neo-classical allusion, 
offers a controlled range of imaginative consequences shared by writer and 
first readers. It offers an imaginative shift in the valency of words, new spaces 
for experience to occupy in language, confirmation of some kinds of 
vocabulary, increased prowess of punning, in which diverse senses are held in 
equipoise within the surveillance of consciousness. These effects register a 
moment when a particular discourse has reached its fullest range. It can then 
suggest new bearings for experiences which had earlier seemed quite separate 
from each other. At such moments of transposition emotion can find its full 
extent in language.25 


It is always a challenge for a reading, which is inherently impoverished with 
regard to its parent text, to capture the full range of a particular discourse. This 
is even truer when we are dealing with a culture about which we still know far 
too little and a genre that was meant to be performed. Nevertheless, in the end 
what matters is whether a reading remains faithful to the text's complexity 
without resorting to empty appeals to indeterminacy. If, then, the symptom 
invites and sustains different interpretive frameworks, we need to try to 
understand how these differences make dramatic sense. Although I do not have 
the space to develop extensive readings, I hope to make a case that both our 
appreciation of Euripidean tragedy and our understanding of the physical 
body's emergence can be deepened by reading them in light of each other. 


THE POLYSEMY OF THE SYMPTOM 


Scholars have long been trying to map the contact between tragedy and 
contemporary medical explanations of disease. In considering this contact in 
Aeschylus, who worked in the early and middle decades of the fifth century, we 
must contend with the problem that we lack secure evidence of medical writing 
before about 440 or 430 bce, though the inquiry into nature and the biological 
inquiries associated with it date from the sixth century.27 While concerns about 
dating the rise of naturalizing medicine become less pressing when we look at 
the later plays of Sophocles, Sophocles’ relationship to the new medicine 
remains controversial. When we come to Euripides, however, we are on more 
stable ground. His interest in contemporary medicine was already recognized in 
antiquity and remains generally accepted today. Technical terms frequently 
appear in his plays,s for example, and his characters regularly voice opinions 
about health and healing in the idiom of physicians and trainers.s1 

Inquiries into the relationship between tragedy and medicine, and 
particularly between Euripides and medicine, have often converged on the 
symptom.: Heracles’ symptoms in Euripides’ eponymous play, for example, 
have been read in light of contemporary medical descriptions of disease, 
particularly the portrait of the epileptic in On the Sacred Disease: both texts refer 
to rolling eyes, foam at the mouth, and irregular breathing.» Yet the practice of 
using symptoms to prove the influence of contemporary medicine on the 
Heracles or on any other tragedy has not gone unchallenged, and there are, 
indeed, difficulties involved in this approach. 

One problem is that Heracles’ symptoms, for example, are much like those of 
other tragic characters under duress.s4 Clytemnestra speaks of Cassandra 
foaming with rage and confusion like a wild animal (A. Ag. 1064-67); Io is 
driven offstage by a sudden attack of madness, her eyes twisting in their sockets 
(A. Pr. 877-86). Rolling eyes appear as early as the Iliad, when Apollo strikes a 
blow to Patroclus (16.792), suggesting a long literary tradition of signs of 
daemonic attack. In tragedy, however, these symptoms take on particular 
importance. Tragic plots often turn on manifestations of unseen, divine power, 
which is spectacularly realized by symptoms in dramatic space. Moreover, 
because the audience of a tragedy lacks an omniscient narrator (with the 
exception of the deus ex machina), the genre necessarily develops resources to 
communicate characters’ inner struggles onstage.s The “new music” that 
becomes popular toward the end of the century, in part through Euripidean 
drama, appears to have been particularly well suited to expressing pathos.se 
Meter could mark off scenes of suffering, which often exhibited a lyric core 
surrounded by "framing scenes."; We know little about tragic gestures, but 
they undoubtedly helped to communicate pain and distress, as did masks.ss 
Symptoms belong among these resources. Though characters may describe 
symptoms that erupt offstage—in the Heracles, Lussa enumerates the effects of 
her madness as she provokes them—more often tragedians use symptoms in 
combination with other dramatic conventions to help the audience understand 
what it is “witnessing” onstage. Just as tragedy recognizes “a topography of the 
body ... structured around the places of death,”39 it recognizes a topography of 


the body structured around the sites that manifest daemonic attack. Given both 
the symptom's organic relationship to what tragedy aims to express and the 
venerable tradition of poetic symptoms, it seems too simple to refer tragic 
symptoms to medical texts. 

Against claims of medical influence at the level of symptoms, one might 
argue further that, unlike theories about cause, symptoms are there for anyone 
to see and to describe. Euripides, on this view, was an unusually gifted 
observer of pathological conditions. It is possible to counter that what gets 
noticed is what one is looking for: medicine may have codified a way of looking 
at the body that is then used to present tragic disease. But because tragedians 
tend to focus on the most spectacular symptoms, rather than on, say, symptoms 
that signal a crisis in the Epidemics, this argument can be taken only so far. 
Moreover, if we can identify habits of seeing, such as heightened attention to 
the eyes as sites of meaning, these habits are likely due to the cultural context 
shared by the poet and the medical writers. 

In fact, this shared context poses the most powerful challenge to narrow 
characterizations of Euripides as an adept of contemporary medicine or a strict 
realist or a traditional poet. Critics who look to the treatise On the Sacred 
Disease as a model for tragic symptoms often fail to note that the very symptoms 
identified as Hippocratic are targeted by competing explanations in that text. 
We can recall that when symptoms like bellowing or frothing at the mouth are 
first introduced, the author correlates them with what his opponents, that is, the 
magico-religious healers who place blame on “the divine and the daemonic,” 
say about them: if a patient leaps up out of bed, Hecate or the heroes are 
attacking; if he foams at the mouth and kicks, Ares is to blame, and so on.4: The 
diverse symptoms, which are taken for granted as part of a common vocabulary, 
are easily accommodated to a polytheistic etiology. The Hippocratic author 
later systematically repeats these symptoms in order to supply his own phlegm- 
based explanation to each of them.42 That repetition suggests he is not 
innovating in his identification of symptoms but appropriating a shared set of 
signs for his own explanatory system. 

What the evidence from On the Sacred Disease indicates is that symptoms, 
particularly theatrical ones, have become contested sites of interpretation in the 
latter part of the fifth century. In the historians, too, we witness proliferating 
explanations for the symptom. Herodotus, for example, attributes Cambyses' 
madness either to his treatment of Apis or to any of the evils that overtake 
humans (eite di dia tov Anuv eite Kai &AAcc, oia TOAĀA ÉWOE àvOocrovuc 
Kaka Katadaupavetv, 3.33).43 According to some people, Cambyses had 
suffered from birth a serious disease “which some people call sacred" (tryv ioryv 
ovoudCovot tives), an explanation Herodotus finds plausible: “And there is 
nothing strange in the fact that, his body suffering a serious disease, his phrenes 
should not be healthy" (où vóv tot &euéc obēčv r]v TOD owuatos VOŪJOV 
ueyádnv vooéovtos uróé tàs hoévas dytaivetv). The soma acts here as a 
counterweight to divine vengeance (though Herodotus still uses the idea of 
godsent retribution when it suits him).44 Over the course of the fifth century, 
then, tragedy's use of symptoms to stage encounters between gods and humans 
increasingly dovetails with a lively public debate about how symptoms should 


be interpreted and the nature of the world that produces them.45 When the same 
symptoms participate in competing stories, it is likely that one story can be 
screened behind or challenge another. 

Looking to symptoms in tragedy, we can see that they regularly occasion 
questions without confirming answers. The Chorus of Sophocles’ Ajax, for 
example, responds to the news of his mad rampage by asking which of the gods 
is responsible: “Can it have been wild, bull-consorting Artemis ... that stirred 
you ... to move against the flocks? ... Or was it Enualios, the bronze-cased Lord 
of War?" (172-81). In the Medea, Glauke's nurse first responds to the sight of 
her mistress going pale and collapsing into a chair by raising a ritual cry. The 
messenger infers that she believes that the sudden attack was caused by a 
frenzy sent by Pan. Yet, as soon as the nurse sees the rolling eyes and the 
foaming mouth—prime tragic symptoms of disaster—she realizes that matters 
are serious and gives up the ritual cry for a shout of terror (1171-77). In the 
Hippolytus, the Chorus, speculating on Phaedra's symptoms, entertains not only 
different gods as causes but also jealousy, sorrow, and pregnancy, the last- 
named cause expressive of the female body's “unstable” or "ill-fitted" mixture 
(141-69; cf. 237-38). In the Orestes, the title character gives a series of answers 
to Menelaus's question, ^What sickness assails you?": sunesis, which means 
something like “conscience”; lupe, “grief” or "sorrow"; and the Furies of his 
mother's blood (396-400). Note that in these last two tragedies, the gods are 
joined as causes by emotions, knowledge, and the nature of the (female) body. 

Euripides deliberately and regularly exaggerates uncertainty about which 
story to attach to symptoms. He blurs the boundaries around conventional 
disease scenes, which, in isolating the attack of disease, usually associate it with 
the gods. Characters often voice competing explanations of events, which are 
then undercut by other sources of meaning. If people know stories about the 
gods, they anxiously wonder whether they are true.4s Of course, the purposes 
and the actions of the gods are always opaque in tragedy. The plays of 
Aeschylus and Sophocles, however, seem based on the assumption that screened 
behind suffering there is some divine truth, some deep reserve of meaning. For 
example, Aeschylus's characters, as Jacqueline de Romilly and others have 
observed, often describe, with startling concreteness, vague feelings of fear and 
foreboding that travel like fluxes in the cavity, lacerating and attacking the 
innards.40 Even if these fears are imprecise, they appear to be stirred by the 
gods. Or consider that, at the end of the Trachiniae, Heracles' suffering turns out 
to have been foretold by oracles sent by his father Zeus (1159-71), while 
Oedipus Rex closes with the promise that Oedipus is destined for great things 
(1455-57), a promise fulfilled decades later in the Oedipus at Colonus.so But, in 
Euripides’ plays, the symptom is unmoored from the gods. That is not to say 
these plays eliminate the gods, but, rather, that they cultivate uncertainty about 
divine agency, thereby opening up space to explore other possibilities, as in 
Phaedra's Great Speech about the pursuit of the good in the Hippolytus or in the 
last scene of the Heracles.s1 

Even in cases where we know very well which of the gods has acted, 
Euripides’ multiple explanations make us aware of the risk of insufficiency 
within the common conceptualization of tragic irony, that is, the idea that the 


audience knows what the characters do not. It may turn out that one answer is 
not enough. The “right” answer may be recoded by one of the “wrong” ones. The 
version of the female body advanced by the Chorus in the Hippolytus parodos, 
for example, troubles the thematization of eros as godsent and extrinsic.s» In the 
Orestes, each of Orestes' self-diagnoses remains viable for the length of the play, 
despite appearing to reference different interpretive frameworks. Characters 
take on necessity not only in the form of a god's will or daemonic wrath but qua 
phusis.ss In Euripides, then, symptoms are not citations of specific Hippocratic 
texts but loci where questions of tragic responsibility converge and become 
dramatically productive. The symptom, in other words, is a tragic convention 
that Euripides exploits with uncommon skill to engage not only a poetic-tragic 
tradition of representing suffering but also medical and ethical ideas about pain, 
distress, and antinomian desires and acts. 

But, in what form do these ideas enter the tragic imagination? Disease in 
tragedy is always corporeal, insofar as cases sometimes fastidiously classified by 
modern critics as physical suffering, madness, or mental anguish share a pattern 
of symptoms realized through the body and the voice.s4 Yet, if we speak of the 
body here, it cannot be simply equated with the physical body of the medical 
writers. Nor am I arguing that tragedy adopts medicine’s diseases (e.g., pleurisy, 
suppuration) to the letter, any more than Gorgias and Democritus do. How, 
then, can we understand the impact of the physical body on tragedy? 

One strategy would be to see the influence of the body as entailing the 
internalization of cause, a process that has often been identified in the name of 
Euripidean “psychology” (usually without clarification of what it means for 
Euripides to have a logos of the psukhé). It is because medicine has 
conventionally been associated with a shift toward internal causes that some 
critics have sought to limit or deny its impact on tragedy. Yet we cannot too 
quickly assume the amalgamation of “medical” and “internal.” For the 
tragedians themselves were deeply interested in “internal” as well as “external” 
causes, an interest often seen in terms of double determination. Moreover, the 
medical writers, as we saw in chapter 3, do not limit their explanations to 
things inside the cavity but explore, too, the various forces that have an impact 
on the soma from outside. They thus formulate their own kind of double 
determination by explaining symptoms in terms of both an exciting cause and 
the constituent stuffs of the physical body, a model that, as we have seen, is 
taken up by therapies of the soul. Let us look more closely, then, at how the 
physical body and its diseases might have been fruitful for tragic ideas about 
interiority. 


TRAGEDY AND THE INTERVAL 


For all its carnage, tragedy, unlike epic, is drawn to violence that happens out 
of sight. It is a genre that seeks to track the coming to light of damage done 
behind closed doors or under the voluminous folds of the tragic costume. Often 
the revelation of damage takes the form of a corpse. But whereas the corpse 
appears after the fact, symptoms index the unseen attack as it unfolds: spasms 
and inarticulate speech spectacularly reveal the hero’s loss of control; 


apostrophe or cries announce unseen blows as they strike.ss The embodied hero 
becomes a site where concealed forces—understood as instruments of a god's 
anger or a coiled family curse or impersonal powers like desire, necessity, or 
nature—first materialize onstage. Tragic performances of sickness express that 
force more powerfully than perhaps any other damage witnessed onstage, 
turning the hero into a live conduit of daemonic power.s6 

By representing daemonic attack as a blow to the innards manifested 
through symptoms, the tragedians are working with an inherited model that, 
while poetic, no doubt had deep roots in archaic culture, as we saw in chapter 
1.5; But because tragedy is a genre oriented around spectacle and thus attuned 
not only to what can be seen but also to what lies beyond the seen, tragic 
performance draws attention to the fact that the hero's encounter with the 
daemonic is something that the perceiver is not shown and cannot ever be shown. 
The interest in seen and unseen distinguishes the tragedian from the magico- 
religious healers in On the Sacred Disease, who simply correlate symptoms with 
the god who is aitios, or the epic poet, who pays equal attention to the gods and 
their victim, using the dactylic hexameter to stitch together the mortal and 
immortal worlds. In tragedy, then, symptoms mark the threshold of a 
daemonism that is powerfully present while remaining beyond the spectators' 
field of vision.ss 

Tragic symptoms, in short, are surrounded by a nimbus of uncertainty. What 
is uncertain may be the god who is aitios, as we have seen. Equally uncertain, 
however, is how much weight we should assign external forces. For, by serving 
as the hidden passage between causes (e.g., Aphrodite's power and intentions) 
and effects (e.g., Phaedra's symptoms or Helen's flight to Troy), the embodied 
actor also offers a specifically tragic model of what I have been calling the 
interval, that is, the space between catalyst and symptom. We might even say 
that one of the distinguishing features of tragedy, whose heroes are so 
entangled in their errors and their sufferings, is its interest in the interval. It is 
true that the archaic poets already have a flexible notion of the person as a 
conduit for divine power, as we have seen. They can emphasize either the god 
as the source of power and knowledge or the person through whom these things 
are made manifest. In his famous Apology (Il. 19.86-138), for example, 
Agamemnon blames Zeus for até while still accepting responsibility for the 
damage done through his blindness; fear, on the other hand, is a daemonic and 
external force that nevertheless can reveal something about a warrior's aretē.so 
In tragedy, however, the friction in these mortal-immortal relationships comes 
to the fore. The tragedians are fascinated by cases where daemonic pressure 
appears to compel action. The Seven Against Thebes is animated by the mad 
decision of Oedipus's sons to embrace the Labdacid curse; Agamemnon in 
Aeschylus is said by the Chorus to take on the yoke of necessity (Ag. 218) when 
he enters the state of frenzy that allows him to commit infanticide. Cooperation 
between mortal and immortal, emphasized in Alcinous's description of 
Demodocus's poetic inspiration (Od. 8.44-45), can turn combative: the 
theophoretos, *god-driven" (A. Ag. 1140; cf. 1150), Cassandra in Aeschylus's 
Agamemnon describes her revelation of truth as a deinos ponos, "terrible labor" 
(1215), that pits her against Apollo.co In the Troades, Hecuba turns Helen's lack 


of resistance, not to a god but to the beautiful image, into an occasion for 
blame; while, in the Hippolytus, Euripides questions whether one can, in fact, 
resist daemonic force by portraying Phaedra as a woman struggling to overcome 
eros through self-starvation. Whereas the polysemy of the symptom describes 
the possibility of multiple explanations for a rupture in the fabric of the subject, 
the unseen interval between catalyst and symptom draws attention to the 
incalculable role of the subject in his or her own undoing. 

Yet, if double determination is part of tragedy's patrimony, it is also the case 
that tragic approaches to the place of the subject in disease and its aftermath 
are dynamic over the course of the fifth century. In Euripides, in particular, we 
can see the concept of double determination fracturing under a number of 
pressures: medical and sophistic explanations of human behavior in terms of 
impersonal, internal forces; the rise of the courts together with a rhetoric of 
responsibility in Athens; and the staging and restaging of tragedy itself. In the 
Troades, Hecuba's clever substitution of aphrosune for Aphrodite suggests that 
Euripides is responding to contemporary speculation about the conditions 
internal to human nature that lead it astray. In a tantalizing fragment from his 
Bellerophon, diseases are divided into those that are authairetoi, “self-incurred,” 
and those that are godsent (fr. 286bK = Bellerophon fr. 9 J.-V.L).6: It may be 
precisely because Euripides is so interested in the tragic subject as an interval 
between catalyst and damage that interpretations of the symptom in his plays 
are open to medicine, with its interest in the daemonic space inside the person. 

Symptoms thus offer an entry point into tragic stories of suffering that do 
not simply bring together mortal and immortal but invoke different ways of 
understanding humans and the inhuman, and particularly the space of the 
inhuman within the human. I turn now to the tragedies themselves. First, to 
demonstrate the polysemy of the symptom, I consider how symptoms interact 
with different interpretive frameworks in two tragedies traditionally located at 
opposite poles of the godsent to “self-caused” continuum: the Heracles and the 
Orestes.» Then, moving from the Orestes to the Hippolytus, I reflect on how 
Euripides represents disease as something realized within and through the 
tragic subject in dramatic time, considering, too, how he explores the possibility 
that disease can be resisted. I close by returning to the Heracles in order to 
reflect on what the presence of different models of suffering can contribute to a 
tragedy's dramatic force, as well as what tragedy suggests of the imaginative 
impact of the physical body on late fifth-century ideas about the ethical subject. 


EURIPIDES' CAUSES: THE MADNESS OF HERACLES 


Euripides is particularly fond of the deus ex machina, making its significance in 
his plays difficult to explain away.6s Attempts to do so, such as A. W. Verrall's 
argument that the Chorus of the Heracles hallucinates Iris and Lussa and then 
promptly suffers amnesia, have few adherents today.6: Even without dismissing 
the deus ex machina, though, we can recognize that Verrall's reading holds a 
kernel of insight about the epiphany of Lussa and Iris in the Heracles. For after 
the two goddesses appear to the Chorus, midway through the tragedy, they are 
essentially forgotten. The main characters are never informed of their 


appearance, and the Chorus never mentions them again. The epiphany's limited 
impact presents us with something of a quandary. On the one hand, Euripides 
stages Heracles’ madness as unambiguously godsent. On the other hand, with 
the gods nowhere to be seen in the last half of the play, the characters are left 
to speculate about what has been done to Heracles and what he, in turn, has 
done. The Lussa scene, then, is a good starting point for thinking about how the 
dramatic presence of the gods can coexist with the polysemy of the tragic 
symptom. 

Although in many respects conventional, Lussa's appearance displays some 
curious features.ss Euripides’ gods usually appear in prologues, where they 
provide background information, or at the end of his plays, where they extend 
the repercussions of the tragic event into the future. The goddesses' arrival is, 
then, rather like the symptom itself: sudden, shocking, disruptive.ss Even 
stranger is the nature of these divinities. Lussa, by trying to reason with the 
gods who have sent her—“I advise both you and Hera now to hear me out,” she 
warns, trying to spare Heracles, “lest I see you err" (847-48)—undermines her 
own identity as the personification of madness. By introducing this paradoxical 
Lussa, Euripides creates a palpable discontinuity between the two levels of 
madness: the level of personified gods and the level of its outbreak. 

As soon as she accepts her task, however, Lussa's identity narrows back to 
the familiar. She commands Iris to retire to Olympus and declares that she 
herself “will sink unseen into the house of Heracles” (éc ðóuovs 6 ueis 
adavtot óvoópec0 HoaxAčovg, 874).67 The verb dud may simply mean “to go” 
or “to sink into." Homer uses it with weapons (Il. 16.340), as well as with 
powerful forces that enter a person, such as odunai (Il. 11.272), kholos (Il. 
19.16), and lussa (Il. 9.239). Sinking into the house coincides with Lussa's entry 
into Heracles himself—“such races I will run into the breast of Heracles” (oU 
&yc otédua dgapodpar OTEQVOV eic HoaxAéovc, 863)—just as the destruction 
of the house later mirrors the collapse of Heracles’ demas.cs 

We should hesitate, though, before imagining that Lussa enters Heracles qua 
indwelling demon,c for the descent into the house muddies Lussa's status as an 
embodied actor: ^I will break through the roof and I will fall upon the house, 
having first killed the children" (xai karagorčo péAaO0Qa xai Sdpovs 
&ngupaAG, / TĒKV ĀTOKTEIVAJA TOGOTOV, 864-65) turns into “but he killing 
will not know that he is slaughtering the children whom he begat, before he lets 
go of my madness" (0 dé Kkavwv ovx eloeta / naidas Obs ETUKTEV évagov, TIQLV 
àv uàs A6ccac adn, 865-66). Having descended into the house, Lussa 
belongs to Heracles as much as he belongs to her, and madness takes on a 
uniquely Heracleian expression.7c Those activities which define Heracles 
elsewhere in myth and poetry as violent and voracious figure prominently in 
the messenger speech: city-sacking (943-46, 998-1000), eating (955-57), 
wrestling (959-62), and clubbing heads (990-94). Collectively, they give the 
impression of deranged labor, thereby perverting the image of the hero 
developed in the play’s first half, where Heracles’ labors are repeatedly, 
excessively lauded by the Chorus and his family.71 The series culminates, after 
Athena's intervention, with Heracles' binding, a potent image of enslavement 
that conditions the audience's introduction to the ^new" Heracles. Thus, while it 


is true that tragic gods conventionally stand apart from the point of their 
impact, Lussa's isolation on the theologeion need not be mere tragic convention. 
Euripides, rather, seems to exploit this convention to emphasize that, however 
extrinsic the goad to madness, it is realized onstage only once it has entered 
Heracles and erupted through symptoms of his mythic passions. 

Because madness enters the tragic action through Heracles' symptoms, it 
gives rise to multiple interpretations, rather than straightforwardly pointing to 
Hera. The polysemy of the symptom is fostered by the displacement of the 
daemonic, poeticized filter from the experience of those who witness Heracles' 
rampage. Conversely, those with access to the divine plane do not see madness 
realized except through Lussa's performative speech: 


Tiv iboU kai OT] xtv&ccoer KOĀTA BaApíoócov Aro 

Kai ówxotoódouc ÉAÎOOEL ctya YOQYWTOÙS KÉQAG, 
auTtvoas à où Gwpooviče, TALQOS Ws g EUBoATv, 
deuvà LvkāTaL dé Krjoac àvakaAcv tàs Tagtagov. 
TAXA O £yo HAAAOV XOQEUO xai KATAVĀTJOGV oópo. 


(867-71) 


See! He shakes his head at the race's start; he silently rolls his Gorgon eyes 
from side to side, and he breathes uncontrollably; like a bull ready to charge 
he lets forth an awful bellow, calling up the Furies of Tartarus. Soon I will 
cause you to dance more still; I will charm you with a dreadful flute. 


Instead of the mad Heracles, we are given choral song that is rich in the 
conventional imagery of madness, such as the goad and Bacchic perversions 
(889-90, 896-97; cf. 1119), and punctuated by the cries of Amphitryon from 
the house.72 While the details of what happens inside are restored to us by the 
messenger speech—a paragon of Euripidean “realism” focused on the seen, 
rather than the unseen, aspects of Heracles’ madness—the Chorus never speaks 
of Lussa again.7s When Hera's name recurs, it is under a cloud of confusion. 

For those inside the house see Heracles but not Lussa. As a result, when 
symptoms erupt inside the house, they give rise to uncertainty and speculation. 
The first confused reaction is that of the servants, who do not know whether 
they should feel fear or amusement (dinAodc 6 onadoic Åv yéAcc póßos 0' 
óuoù, 950), or whether their master is playing or mad (maiCet TedG NAC 
ŠEoTOTNG T] Uaivetat; 952).74 The second response is Amphitryon's. Once it is 
clear that his son's transformation is no game, he lays blame on the bloodshed 
from the recent murders on Heracles’ hands (966-67).75 The specter of Athena 
that hurls a rock at Heracles as he is about to commit patricide offers another 
explanation. Someone, Amphitryon or possibly Heracles,;s blames her for 
sending a taragma tartareion, “hellish whirlwind,” against the house (906-9).77 
Hera's mandate is thus contaminated with the uncertainty that first appeared in 
the prologue, where Amphitryon blames the labors on either Hera or necessity 
(20-21). 

The different perspectives on the madness and its cause converge on the 
symptom. In Lussa's speech, the head shakes, the eyes roll, the voice disappears 


and is reborn as a bellow, and Heracles' breathing becomes uneven (867-71). 
The rolling eyes and the sudden silence reappear in the messenger speech, 
which adds foaming at the mouth, blood-gorged veins in the eyes, mad 
laughter, and visual hallucinations. But perhaps most important, symptoms 
form a bridge between the attack and a third framework of interpretation that 
begins to unfold at the moment Heracles is wheeled out from the palace asleep, 
covered in blood, and tied to a broken column. 

Heracles’ reappearance marks a turning point in the tragedy. The 
appearance of Lussa and Hera begins to fade, and the tragedy comes to fix on 
Heracles massive body. Over the course of a slow and halting awakening, 
Heracles confronts this strange thing through the subsiding taragma, 
“upheaval,” in his phrenes and his hot, unsteady breath.;s Nothing is familiar 
(1108). Whereas, in the Bacchae, Agave has a dim awareness of her crimes, 
Heracles knowledge of what he has done can arrive only from his father: his 
self-alienation is total.;» Nevertheless, this body belongs to Heracles, for once 
madness is realized, it is no longer autonomous or external. If the tukhe of Hera 
strikes a single blow (1393), that blow reveals a body vulnerable to daemonic 
forces that erupt from within. In tears, Heracles gauges his distance from his 
former self: “Never have I shed water from my eyes, nor did I ever even 
consider that it would come to this, tears fallen from my eyes” (oUt an 
oupatwv / éoxa&a nnyás, ovo àv wóunv notè / EG TOLD (ixécOau dAKQU AT 
òuuátwv paAeīv, 1354-56). Tears demonstrate that tukhé is not under the 
control of the autarchic archer, but is internal to his identity: “I see, then, that 
we are necessarily enslaved to tukhe" (vov à, we éoike, TH TUXN čovAevrtčov, 
1357). 

Despite Lussa's dramatic appearance, our attention shifts to the eruption of 
the symptom. The gods do not disappear from the explanations offered by the 
characters who confront Heracles' madness. Yet in the final scene, the debate 
about the role of Hera and the nature of the gods develops against the backdrop 
of Heracles’ newfound vulnerability in a world where the expectation of 
epiphanies has passed. I return to the final scene at the end of the chapter in 
order to explore in more detail the multiple meanings of madness developed 
there. First, however, having sketched a case for the polysemy of the symptom 
in a tragedy where disease is often seen by critics as unambiguously godsent, I 
would like to look at a play whose relationship to the new medicine and 
contemporary intellectual culture is relatively uncontroversial: Orestes.s2 


EURIPIDES' CAUSES: THE MADNESS OF ORESTES 


Euripides' Orestes opens on the title character asleep in his sickbed. Ravaged by 
disease, he has been confined here, we soon learn, since killing his mother six 
days earlier. The opening visual tableau cues where Euripides' telling of the 
myth is headed. Half a century earlier, in his Eumenides, Aeschylus had 
introduced the Furies onstage as the personified agents of Orestes’ madness. s3 
Euripides, however, restricts our access to the Furies, showing them only as 
they are refracted through Orestes’ symptoms and thus inviting the audience to 
wonder whether they are invisibly present or simply the product of Orestes’ 


visual hallucinations. Over the course of the play, this causal uncertainty 
spreads to the matricide itself. While Apollo is said to have commanded the 
murder, his increasingly conspicuous absence leaves Orestes' motives for killing 
open to speculation. Orestes' very willingness to trust ostensibly divine orders 
(^we are enslaved to the gods, whatever the gods are," Or. 418) comes to 
appear suspect as he tries to repeat the matricide by murdering Helen—not 
simply the cause of the Trojan War but a double of her sister Clytemnestra—in 
an even more perverse defense of patriarchy. Our sense that what drives Orestes 
may not be a god is strengthened when Apollo is finally forced to step in and 
avert Helen's death. For, while Apollo uses the opportunity to assure the 
audience that he did sanction the original murder, the very occasion of his 
epiphany—Orestes’ attempt at a second—undercuts our sense that Orestes was 
ever fulfilling a divine plan. In any event, if Lussa and Iris appear too soon in 
the Heracles, leaving the characters to interpret madness in their own terms, 
Apollo arrives too late. The god's belatedness allows Orestes' disease to become 
increasingly complex, fostering multiple explanations of what is driving its 
expression. 

From the beginning of the play, cause is presented from multiple angles.s4 
Electra starts the prologue with a gnomic statement: “There is no word so 
terrible to utter, no pathos, no godsent misfortune [Evudoea OerjAaxoc], whose 
burden human nature could not bear" (1-3). Holding two of these perspectives, 
pathos and godsent misfortune, in perfect equipoise across a single line, Electra's 
maxim sets up the classic tragic complication of her ancestors’ troubles that 
immediately follows—Tantalus, for example, suffered a terrible fate at the 
hands of the gods, but he was driven to it by his unbridled tongue, *a most 
shameful nosos" (10)—while anticipating a family curse in the terms of 
contemporary anthropological inquiry.ss Euripides thus establishes the tragedy 
at the outset as both a new take on the last generation of the House of Atreus 
and a study of human nature under duress.s6 

When Electra turns to her brother's trouble, however, she shifts fully into the 
language of disease (voooc, 43), cataloging in detail his multifarious symptoms 
(not eating, not bathing, leaping from bed, hiding beneath the covers) and his 
swings between delirium and grief. While she unambiguously traces all their 
sufferings back to Apollo and blames the Furies of her mother's blood for 
Orestes’ madness, in flagging the symptom as the threshold of what the 
audience and the characters can see, she primes us for the dramatic 
presentation of Orestes as the conduit for daemonic power onstage. That 
preparation is unusually extensive here: whereas Euripides often sets the 
prologue apart from the main action, here he extends the framework that it 
establishes into the play's first exchanges.s7 These exchanges, in turn, elaborate 
the idea of disease at the expense of the gods ambiguously lying behind it. 

The first stage entrance gives us a brief glimpse of Helen who, seeing the 
sorry lot of her sister's children, attributes fault for the matricide to Apollo (76). 
Yet her displacement of culpability onto the gods is immediately made 
problematic by her blithe dismissal of her own crime as godsent madness 
(0zopavet nótuw, 79): thinking back to Gorgias's Encomium and Euripides’ own 
Troades, we may expect that Helen was hardly the best mouthpiece for claims of 


divine compulsion.ss Her deft evasion of blame puts Electra's naming of Apollo 
qua cause in a more troubling light and looks forward to Orestes’ own, more 
conflicted attempts to exonerate himself by shifting responsibility to the god 
(285-87; cf. 579-80, 591-99). 

If Helen poisons the attribution of cause to the gods, Orestes' madness is 
staged in such a way as to strengthen the representation of his disease as a 
developing affliction that feeds on things inside him. The scene is dominated, as 
soon as the patient awakes, by an acute attack of delirium. Yet the disease is not 
contained by the fits of mania but presses on Orestes even when he is ostensibly 
emphron, “in his right mind.”s Limp and anarthros, “weak” or “disarticulated” 
(228), Orestes requires his sister to prop him up, turn him around, and help him 
to walk (218-19, 231-34). Other symptoms, too, testify to the degree to which 
Orestes has diverged from a normal state: his sense of disorientation (215-16), 
the crust of foam around his eyes and mouth (219-20)—perhaps represented 
through a “squalid” mask—the matted, unwashed hair (223-26). When 
Menelaus first encounters Orestes, he notes his fearsome stare, his parched eyes 
(389), and his collapse into amorphia, “formlessness” (391). 

By emphasizing the deepening entrenchment of disease, Euripides blurs the 
boundaries between Orestes and what is assailing him, allowing us to imagine 
causes that, as the play develops, move beyond the Furies and Apollo qua 
instigator of the crime. Orestes himself responds to Menelaus's request for a 
diagnosis (“what are you suffering, what disease destroys you?") by proposing a 
series of causes. He begins his tripartite etiology with sunesis, which he glosses 
with the phrase “I know [obvoida] that I have done terrible things" (396), a 
gloss that cues his explanation as self-consciously sophisticated. The word itself 
has a modern ring: Aristophanes mocks sunesis as one of Euripides new gods 
(Ra. 892-93), while the author of On the Sacred Disease uses the word to 
describe our alert awareness of the world.so Later, Orestes uses it again, with 
maximum irony, to describe the Phrygian slave's canny avoidance of death 
(omCet oe oùveois, 1524). In the exchange with Menelaus, it presumably 
means something like “conscience” or “remorse.”°2 To this explanation, Orestes 
adds two more: lupe and madness or, more specifically, “the avengers of my 
mother's blood” (398—400).93 

While Orestes' etiology can be seen as a series of parallel explanations, it 
also draws a conflicted portrait of his disease and suggests that his mad fits may 
be the eruption of a bitter struggle between different forces within him—guilt 
and sorrow, but also hatred and a thirst for vengeance. Consider the opening 
scene, with its focus on the sleeping Orestes. Whereas, in Aeschylus's Eumenides, 
whose first scene shows the sleeping Furies, Orestes’ respite depends on his 
assailants’ momentary oblivion, in Euripides’ play the enchantment of sleep is 
the “savior of the sick" (ērikovoov vócov, 211) only if Orestes himself is 
allowed to forget his troubles.os And, when Euripides stages the madness scene, 
he uses Orestes’ own memory to catalyze the attack, rather than the memory of 
the Furies.oss Whereas Aeschylus had used the ghost of Clytemnestra to stir the 
Furies to action, in the Orestes, another “ghostly” Clytemnestra, this time the 
mother that Orestes remembers, sets off the madness in a rather different way. 
Electra has reported Helen's return to Argos to her brother; she then denounces 


both her aunt and her mother. In response, Orestes urges his sister not to 
imitate her female relatives. As he does so, his eyes grow agitated (uua cóv 
TAOAJOETAI, 253), he believes he sees the Furies approaching, and he leaps 
from the bed. By making Electra's words trigger Orestes' attack, Euripides aligns 
the unexpected violence of the symptom with Orestes' fraught relationship to 
Clytemnestra and Helen, rather than with the Furies. The scene gives us a 
glimpse of the fear and loathing that Orestes feels toward these women—the 
countercurrent to the horrified shame he also exhibits.o7 The hatred that 
implicates Orestes in his mother's murder will erupt again, unmotivated by a 
god's voice, to aim for the murder of Helen.» The onset of his madness thus 
looks forward as much as it looks backward to the matricide. 

By placing dramatic weight on the potency of Orestes’ emotions, Euripides 
conditions how we view not only his disease but also his deeds: the matricide 
and the attempt on Helen's life. In so doing, he raises questions about the 
nature of Apollo himself and his shocking orders. Menelaus, for example, deems 
Apollo's command “completely ignorant of the good and the just” (417), 
implying that the very illegitimacy of the command attributed to Apollo 
weakens the likelihood of its divine provenance. His skepticism surfaces 
immediately afterward in his questions about Apollo's failure to rescue Orestes 
from the consequences of his action (423). Tyndareus is more direct. His 
blistering speech shifts the ignorance of right and wrong onto Orestes, who is 
both the most unaware of men (tic àvógGv ... àovvetwtegoc; 493) and a "sick- 
eyed” snake (Šodkwv / oxíABet voowdetc AoTEATIACG, 479-80).100 Orestes, he 
alleges, has failed to seize ^what is wise" and betrayed the common law of the 
Greeks by forgoing a legal solution to his father's murder (502-4). With such a 
charge, Euripides exploits fully the anachronistic transposition of the Oresteia 
myth into a "historical" Argos. Because the matricide now postdates the 
establishment of a legal solution to vendetta killing—the triumph, we might 
say, of nomos over phusis—it is Orestes, in the eyes of Tyndareus, who is 
regressively aligned with a law of blood. Indeed, his grandfather denounces him 
as to theriodes, “something bestial,” using a word common in contemporary 
intellectual circles to describe the subhuman state before the establishment of 
law and society.:: Tyndareus thus firmly distances Orestes’ act from the 
Olympian order, condemning him to the “same daimon" as his mother and 
attributing his madness to the retributive power of just gods (531-33). 

Apollo will appear ex machina over a thousand lines later to confirm Orestes' 
defense that he was divinely compelled to kill his mother (1665).102 The belated 
arrival of that authoritative narrative, as we have seen, allows a range of 
perspectives on culpability to be introduced and the audience to form its own 
ideas about blame. These ideas are influenced not only by the remarks of 
individual characters but also by the development of Orestes' disease in 
dramatic time. In staging disease as a complex event, Euripides may be drawing 
on contemporary medical ideas about inner space, impersonal forces, and the 
complicity of human nature with disease. Euripides, in other words, can be seen 
as working out his own kind of medical analogy. 

One concept that may be salient to this analogy is the fracturing of the 
human into seen and unseen space in medical writing, through which the 


archaic boundary between radically other daemonic space and the terrain of the 
self is internalized. From this perspective, we might refer Orestes' sudden attack 
of madness to emotions that erupt from a hidden space inside him. At the same 
time, his disease is not contained by such attacks: his eyes flash dragon-like 
even when he is lucid. These two facets of the disease complicate the medical 
analogy. In staging delirious fits, uncontrolled movement, and other nearly 
automatic behaviors, Euripides may be cuing the daemonic physical body of 
contemporary medicine, suggesting that submerged below the threshold of 
conscious control are not only impersonal stuffs like bile and phlegm but also 
emotions like hatred or desire. When Orestes is "in his right mind," however, 
these emotions, like desires and emotions in thinkers like Democritus and Plato, 
inhabit the more intimate space of deliberation, reflection, and agency that, 
against the foil of the soma, was taking shape as the psukhe in the late fifth 
century. By allowing the dynamics of disease to infiltrate Orestes' "right 
thinking," Euripides makes us increasingly wonder just how foreign the forces 
assailing him are. 

The more the forces behind disease move into the domain of the person, the 
more the idea of theomachy seems strained, even as the figure of disease keeps 
the notion of compulsion in play. No one in tragedy fights a god and wins—that 
is why blaming the gods is a certain route to innocence. But, when the tragic 
subject appears to be struggling to master things inside him (e.g., love, hate, 
sorrow, guilt) whose force is triggered by nondivine or impersonal catalysts 
(e.g., beautiful bodies, the threat of death), theomachy merges with the 
contemporary idioms of autarchy and being "stronger than" pleasure or fear. 
What are the implications of this shift for the idea of struggle? Is capitulation 
still inevitable and, if so, at what point? How might expanding the importance 
of an interval between catalyst and act or symptom influence the role of 
character or nature in the staging of outcomes? 

In the Orestes, Euripides turns Orestes' acquiescence to Apollo's command 
into a problem. The play can be seen as returning to a classic moment from 
Aeschylus's Agamemnon—the moment when Orestes' father assumed the force of 
Necessity as his own furious desire to kill his daughter—in order to elaborate, 
through the figure of disease, Agamemnon's assumption of necessity (where 
necessity encompasses both a long family curse and the anger of the gods). In 
the Orestes, murderous desires continue to animate Orestes even after Necessity 
and the gods' intentions have fallen away, rendering the figure of "double 
determination" irrelevant. At the same time, he begins to suffer from surges of 
sorrow and guilt that work from within, rather than arriving from an 
externalized daemonic space, like the Furies or Clytemnestra qua avenger of 
Agamemnon's wrong. In acquiescing to Apollo's command, then, Orestes seems 
to internalize the strife that has defined his genealogical line, a back-and-forth 
of violence and vengeance further complicated by his own raw desire for self- 
preservation.103 In becoming the god's slave, he is also, in a sense, giving in to 
the restless agonism of human nature itself, played out through the volatile 
desires, emotions, intentions, and beliefs of his disease. We find a quite different 
depiction of divine compulsion in the Hippolytus, a play that engages the 
question of whether anyone can resist realizing a god's plan by interrogating 


contemporary strategies of self-mastery. 


REALIZING DISEASE IN THE HIPPOLYTUS 


In the Hippolytus, we are introduced first to the god's plan, then to the disease it 
triggers.104 In the prologue, Aphrodite explains her intention to “trip up" the 
young Hippolytus, who has neglected to pay her honor, through a triangulated 
scheme that turns her victim into the object of another's love.:os The lover is 
Phaedra, Hippolytus's otherwise innocent stepmother, who is entangled in 
Aphrodite's revenge plot through an act of vision: seeing Hippolytus, Phaedra is 
seized in her heart with a terrible desire (towori detv@) through the plotting of 
Aphrodite (rois éuoic BovAevuaotv, Hipp. 24-28). The two datives, which 
together fill the line, correspond to two modalities of action in the tragedy. At 
one level, we find the angry goddess, whose plans bear an ambiguous 
relationship to the tragic action; at another, we find “something more than a 
god” (ti ueiCov &AAo ... Oeob, 360) that works through Phaedra.:os But, while 
the tragic narrative is launched from Phaedra's body—her clouded brow (172), 
pallid skin (175), and weak and wasted form (274)—the symptoms of eros erupt 
from a space uncharted by the medical writers. 

We might dismiss the use of Phaedra to reveal what is unseen, that is, the 
power of Aphrodite, as a dramatic necessity. Yet, much as Euripides plays with 
the personified deus ex machina in the Heracles, he complicates Phaedra's role as 
a conduit by having her resist the revelation of eros. She not only conceals the 
cause of her suffering but tries, too, to keep from betraying her secret by 
starving herself to death. Her attempts to conquer Aphrodite present an 
inscrutable tableau to those around her: ^We see the wretched sufferings of 
Phaedra," says the Chorus, “but whatever disease this is, that is unclear to us" 
(āonpa à T]uiv ttc éoriv T] vócoc, 268-69; cf. 173-75, 236, 346). This defiant 
Phaedra is a departure from other Euripidean heroines conquered by eros, such 
as Pasiphae and the headstrong Phaedra of the tragedian's other (lost) 
Hippolytus play, who bears similarities to the title character of Sophocles' 
Phaedra.107 Whereas Euripides’ earlier Phaedra seems to have readily capitulated 
to erds,ios this Phaedra tries to (re)write the story of her suffering as one of 
heroic self-mastery. In our Hippolytus, erds does not set off the chain of 
dominoes that Gorgias describes in his Helen. Rather, Aphrodite's blow opens up 
a space of deliberation: “When erds wounded me,” Phaedra says, “I pondered 
how best to bear it” (392-93). Thus, caught between concealment and 
revelation, between Aphrodite’s power and Phaedra’s, the symptom becomes 
the crux of the tragedy’s first half.100 

In archaic poetry, eros lodges in the phrenes or curls up under the kradiē.110 
In Euripides’ play, the idea that eros develops in hidden inner space is 
elaborated through the staging of its intermittent eruption. Phaedra's first 
entrance is itself a spectacular act of revelation—the Chorus tells us in the 
parodos that the queen has been keeping her demas inside the palace, wasting 
away in a “sick lying" and “covering her golden head in fine-spun robes" (131- 
34).111 In her first moments onstage, the process of unveiling initiated by her 
entrance continues: “My headdress weighs on my head—take it off!” she 


commands her attendants; “Let my hair fall over my shoulders" (201-2). 
Revelation culminates in language, as Phaedra declares her desire to go to the 
mountains, to hunt stags, and to race horses on the beach—in short, to engage 
in the very Artemisian pursuits that occupy Hippolytus.:: Coming to her senses, 
she is shamed by her outburst and desperately tries to cover herself back up. 
Those around her recognize that something daemonic has broken the surface 
without understanding what it means: the Nurse thinks much divination is 
needed to know “which of the gods is drawing you off course and striking your 
phrenes askance” (óoxic oe Oev àvaoctigáCe / Kai MTaQAKOTTEL potvag, 237- 
38). The audience, on the other hand, recognizes the first flash of eros escaping 
from Phaedra into the dramatic space of the mortal world. 

If, however, Phaedra's body and her words serve as parallel sites for the 
revelation of disease, they also reveal different kinds of forces. It is eros that 
surfaces in her words. But the question posed by the Chorus as to why the 
queen’s complexion is marred (oeórjArxau 174) has as its most obvious answer 
not erds but Phaedra's refusal to eat. Her refusal becomes the most immediate 
cause of the symptoms—loosened limbs, pallor, wasting, and irritability—that 
might otherwise be mistaken for erôs.13 By actively using starvation to 
reproduce the suffering body traditionally created by desire, Phaedra 
overdetermines the figure of nosos. Her success in redrawing the symptoms' 
referential field turns the central question taxing everyone onstage into a 
question of her own agency: is she driven by ate or is she trying to die (276)?114 
Phaedra's attempt to “keep her body in purity from the grain of Demeter" 
(138)115 thus crystallizes the central problem of the Hippolytus, a problem that 
seems to have fascinated Euripides more generally: is resistance to Aphrodite 
possible? 

Phaedra believes that it is. Once she has betrayed the fatal name 
“Hippolytus” to the Nurse, after a long series of delays and false starts, she gives 
a detailed exposition of her dilemma. We learn that her decision to die is the 
last in a series of attempts to master eros. Yet, if Phaedra wants to die, why does 
she drag things out? The simple answer is that if Phaedra were prematurely 
beached on death's shore, eros would never reach Hippolytus. A more satisfying 
one might recognize the symbiosis of eros and sophrosune, “modesty,” 
Aphrodite's power and Phaedra's.:6 For, while the disease is shameful, 
Phaedra's resistance to it, which her chosen form of suicide allows her to 
perform in dramatic time, should bring her time (329). At the same time, if 
Phaedra's wish is ^would that I not escape notice when acting well, nor find 
many witnesses when acting shamefully" (403-4), she faces a problem. 
Showing, she shows too much; concealing, no one can know that she is 
“contriving honorable things from shameful ones” (èk twv yao aioxocv £o8Aù 
unxavcpe0a, 331). As long as eros remains a secret, no one can understand the 
context of her destructive self-mastery through starvation.:; Symptoms, as we 
have seen, require stories. 

The long speech that Phaedra offers to the women onstage is one version of 
the story she wants to tell, an account of “the pathway of [her] deliberation" 
(ts épr]c yvæuns óóóv, 391; cf. 290) embedded in a series of generalizing 
reflections on pleasure, shame, and the good. Phaedra accepts that she has been 


struck by eros, an event that, until this point, both she (315, 319) and the Nurse 
(358-60) have described in terms of overwhelming force. Here, she changes 
tack to map out what she sees as the scope of ethical action in the face of 
disease. She says that she first resolved to hide her disease through silence. 
When that failed, she tried to bear her madness “by conquering through being 
sophron” (x owbooveiv vixoga, 399). But this, too, failed to overpower 
Kupris, leaving suicide as her remaining option, the best, “most powerful" of 
plans (keatiotov ... BovAevpatwv, 402). 

In describing her struggle with eros, Phaedra offers a series of gnomic 
remarks couched as the fruit of long reflection on the question of how people 
ruin their lives. It is here that she first translates the language of daemonic 
compulsion into what looks like contemporary ethical debate.::s 


Kai yor SOKOVOLV OÙ KATA yvor|s PUOLV 
TIOĀOOELV KAKLOV'ÉOTL YĀO TO y eb pooveīv 
TOAAOLOW'AAAG THO AGonTčov TOdE’ 

à XQNOT ETMOTALETOA xai YLYVWOKOLEV 
OÙK EKTOVOULLEV, OÙ LEV AOYIAG ŪTO, 

oi Ò Ndovrv rtooOÉvxec AVTL TOV KAAOÙ 
GAANV TLV. 


(E. Hipp. 377-83) 


And in my opinion it is not because of the nature of their judgment that 
people end up worse off; for thinking well is possible for many of them. But 
we should look at it this way instead: what we know and understand to be 
noble, we fail to carry out, some because of laziness, others by giving 
preference, in place of the good, to some other pleasure. 


While Phaedra’s reflections relate to her own situation on a number of levels, it 
is difficult to know the precise nature of these relationships. Does Euripides 
intend us to place Phaedra among those who choose some other pleasure in 
place of the good?119 Phaedra, in any case, seems to use these opening lines as a 
way of framing her own attempt to resist eros as the pursuit of to kalon, “the 
good." Most important, her syntax recovers a place for the ethical subject who 
chooses (77e00évtec) some pleasure over the good. That phrasing emphasizes 
that Phaedra places neither god nor nature in the way of the good, but qualities 
and actions, which, like Democritus, she finds worthy of moral censure. She 
takes a remarkable stand, then, against all the Helens and the Stheneboas and 
the Pasiphaes who use compulsion to deny culpability. It is left to the Nurse, in 
her response to Phaedra's speech (433-81), to lay out the standard exculpatory 
arguments about omnipotent gods and the futility of resistance. 

The belief that one can overpower Aphrodite is as old as Homer, who shows 
it to be illusory (Il. 3.399-420). Indeed, the Nurse sees Phaedra's desire to be 
stronger than the daimones as reckless hubris (où yag &AAo TAT ópoic / Tad’ 
éoti, koeícoc ðaruóvwv eivat OčAetv, 474-75). The impossibility of fighting 
gods explains why rhetorical challenges to the *god" defense often secularize 
force: by casting the defendant as stronger or weaker than external pressures 
and internal passions, the accuser introduces the possibility of blame. Phaedra, 


surprisingly, seems to agree with a stance that locates the problem with the 
nature of the person, at least insofar as she energetically denounces those 
women who shame the beds of their husbands.120 By appropriating the language 
of power and honor for herself, on the other hand, she inhabits the heroic, 
masculine position on pleasure so central to contemporary ethical debates. 121 

Nevertheless, in the end, Phaedra's long speech becomes a testament to the 
impossibility of striking at eros through either silence or sophrosune. Her 
opening lines make clear that even her current plan, starvation, cannot contain 
erēs.122 The reason, we might say, is that her refusal to eat misses the mark, 
insofar as the unspeakable ills that she suffers do not belong to the body (which 
is why speaking about them to physicians, as the Nurse proposes early in the 
tragedy—"but, if your problem may be brought forth to men, speak, so that this 
matter might be revealed to doctors" [ei © Éxdooóc cot ovH*ogā TEOĢ 
&ocevac, / AÉy', WS iat ooic NOĀYHA urjvvOr] tóðe, 295-96]—will do no good). 
They are unspeakable precisely because they exist within the realm of speech, 
even as they challenge the moral codes it helps uphold. Desire travels via 
language and images, making it a disease of the phren, the kardia, and the 
psukhe. The mouth that Phaedra needs to close, then, leads to a different kind of 
inner space, one that she has failed to master by willing herself into sophrosune 
or by refusing food,i23 a space captured by a line already notorious in antiquity: 
“My hands are pure, but my phrén holds some miasma” (xeīgec uèv ayvat, 
ory à’ Éxet iaoud Ti, 317; cf. Or. 1604). 

But, although the phren does not coincide with the inside of the physical 
body, Euripides, in locating it beyond the reach of Phaedra's best intentions, 
casts it as a space analogous to the cavity, part of Phaedra and yet outside her 
control. Moreover, the disease that Phaedra harbors, eros, bears similarities to 
the diseases that develop in the medical writers’ cavity. Like peccant humors, 
for example, immoderate affections and attachments become dangerously 
entrenched in the soul. The Nurse, though she speaks in ignorance of Phaedra's 
true disease, remarks: 


Xov yào petolas eic AAArJĀOVG 
Quac Ovnrotg avaxievacBat 
Kai UT} TENS AKEOV HLEAdV WUXNG, 
eVAvra d eivat ovégyrjOoa MEEVwV 
ano t')cac0a: kai EVVTEtVAL 


(E. Hipp. 253-57) 


Mortals ought to mix a cup of affection toward one another in moderation and 
not reach the deepest marrow of the soul; but the loves of the phrenes should 
be easy to loosen, easy to push away and to bind together. 


Of particular interest in the Nurse’s remark is the expression “the marrow of the 
soul.” In epic and early fifth-century tragedy, the word I translated “marrow,” 
muelos, exhibits both “seen” (the marrow of the bones, Il. 20.482) and “felt” 
(vital force, A. Ag. 76) aspects. The medical writers, unsurprisingly, give the 
word a physical sense (bone nutrient, spinal fluid).124 The single time Sophocles 


uses it, in the Trachiniae, it has a similarly “seen” meaning, describing Lichas's 
spattered brain (781). It may be because the word takes on such a physical 
connotation that Euripides can use it with a recognizably metaphorical sense in 
the Hippolytus, transferring it from the interior of the bones to the interior of the 
soul, which presumably has no muelos. Whereas emotion moves in an 
indifferently corporeal space in Homer and Aeschylus, here it lodges in a space 
only like the chambered, hidden world of On the Tekhne that we saw at the 
beginning of chapter 3. 

The innermost space of the soul is distinguished from the territory of the 
humors and their pharmaka because it is vulnerable to words and images, just as 
we saw in the texts in the previous chapter. It is when Phaedra is “touched” by 
the name of Hippolytus that she betrays her secret (310); the Nurse, in turn, is 
"struck" by her words (342). The pathway to Hippolytus's “virgin soul" is 
through the ear, which he longs to purge after the Nurse's revelation of 
Phaedra's desire (653-54). The figure of eros as a force fed by words, thoughts, 
and memories emerges most powerfully in the exchange that follows the two 
long speeches by Phaedra and the Nurse, an exchange in which the crisp 
positions on ethical agency and daemonic compulsion delineated in those 
speeches begin to blur together. The Phaedra who so boldly declares that no 
pharmakon can make her change her mind about the good turns out to be 
deathly afraid of the Nurse's “too beautiful words" (oi xkaAoi Aiav Aóyou 487). 
Whereas, in her speech, she had claimed that one chooses pleasure over the 
good, she now fears that the Nurse's promise of pleasure will sway her in her 
already weakened state: because she has already been “plowed up" in her soul 
by erēs (Umeigyacuat uèv ed / uxt ~éQwtt, 504-5), the wrong word might 
push her toward disease. As she tells the Nurse, “If you keep speaking 
beautifully about what is shameful, I will be fully spent on what I now flee" 
(xàoxoa à r|v Aéyrjc kaAcc, / &c 10006 hEevyw vov àvaAcOr|copat 505-6). 
With the unusual verb analiskomai, “to be spent, to be consumed," Phaedra 
replaces the logic of ethical choice with an economy of force, leaving us to 
wonder whether the power she has invested in mastering desire will be diverted 
toward its satisfaction: having proved weaker than eros, she would become 
complicit with it. 

Phaedra's seduction by the Nurse, more than any Euripidean character's 
rhetorical defense of daemonic compulsion, brilliantly casts doubt on the 
viability of an ethics of desire predicated on simple self-mastery or knowledge 
of the good.i25 At the same time, the scene upholds the idea of the psukhe (or, 
here, also phren) as an intervallic space, that is, a space where outcomes are not 
necessary but sited at the convergence of multiple forces: entrenched eros, 
Phaedra's attempts at resistance, the Nurse's seductive speech, and the very 
nature of a woman who comes from a long line of women cursed in love.:» As 
in the Orestes, in the Hippolytus Euripides focuses not on the moment of 
daemonic attack but on the unfolding of the causal chain through Phaedra, 
dramatizing actions and reactions that confuse the relationship between 
compulsion, culpable error, and deliberate attempts at self-mastery. That 
uncertainty is the climate of Phaedra's fatal decision to allow the Nurse to seek 
a “pharmakon” for her disease, which turns out to be Hippolytus himself. For the 


scene is staged in such a way as to suggest that Phaedra both knows and does 
not know what the Nurse will do (518, 520) when she cloudily assents to her 
plea that she give up her self-destructive commitment to virtue (507-8). At the 
end of the play, Artemis, appearing ex machina, will declare that Phaedra “was 
destroyed by the stratagems of her nurse unwillingly” (toodov diwwAet’ ovx 
éxovoa pnxavais, 1305). The very simplicity of such an explanation, like the 
stark words of Apollo at the end of the Orestes, leaves those who have witnessed 
Phaedra's capitulation to keep reflecting on its complications. 


DAEMONIC PHUSIS 


The prologue of the Hippolytus rules out in advance the possibility of Phaedra 
conquering eros. Yet the little bit of work that remains to Aphrodite (où rtóvov 
noAAod ue dei, 23) becomes the tragic window of time in which we watch 
Phaedra struggle to carry out (éxmovovpev, 381) the good in the face of eros. 
We have seen that in her speech she adopts the (masculine) language of self- 
mastery to describe her battle with Aphrodite. Yet what gives the speech its 
power is its speaker's bitter recognition that the battle is already lost. Phaedra's 
hidden eros makes her hatred of women who are chaste in words but audacious 
behind closed doors a form of self-hatred that has found its final expression in 
her attempt to induce an apostasis of her very life (àcwei 0 eig Anéotaotv fov, 
277). The medical writers, we can recall, use the term apostasis to describe the 
isolation and expulsion of corrupted humors. Deftly adopted by Euripides, it 
describes a life that can no longer be separated from the disease—it is only after 
Phaedra's suicide that she can be said to have “removed painful eros from her 
phrenes" (AraAAdo- / covoá tT àAyeivòv poevov čowra, 774—75).127 The deep 
entrenchment of disease in Phaedra yokes the timing of the play's first half to a 
process of revelation, which unveils (ë£ébnv’, 428) not simply eros but Phaedra 
herself as one of the “worst of mortals." Phaedra signals this process by 
invoking the figure of a young girl, a parthenos, before whom time sets up the 
mirror (428-30).12 For what time eventually reveals to the parthenos is that she 
is, in fact, a woman, and a woman, as Phaedra declares, is a misema, an “object 
of hatred," to all (407). 

Women attract hatred, Phaedra indicates, precisely because they are 
enslaved to sexual pleasure. She appropriates the traditionally misogynist 
language of blame to excoriate women as traitors within the house, an invective 
that will be picked up by her stepson and hurled back at her. For, the moment 
Hippolytus learns of Phaedra's love, he launches into a long diatribe, cursing 
women as a great evil (627) in whom intelligence can be nothing more than a 
handmaiden to sexual intemperance (643-44), a race whose wickedness is 
eternal (664-66). Elsewhere in the Hippolytus, women are given a nature that 
forecloses the mastery of desire. In the parodos, the Chorus laments the 
dustropos harmonia, the “ill-fitted composition," that makes women naturally 
(þei) prone to helplessness and folly, aphrosunē (161-64)—a pun on 
Aphrodite that anticipates Hecuba's biting wordplay in the Troades.:» Theseus 
later observes that licentiousness is innate (€umépuKev) in women, presumably 
because Kupris “disturbs” (taodčņ) their phrēn as easily as she stirs that of a 


young man (966-70), a characterization that recalls the medical writers’ 
depiction of female bodies as wetter and thus more "sensitive" to outside 
forces.130 “If women are not by nature just," observes one Euripidean character, 
“why bother continuing to try to hold them in check? The whole thing is bound 
to fail" (fr. 1061K). 

Negative views of women appear in our earliest Greek texts.::: In recent 
years, moreover, the representation of women as prone to suffering and passion 
has been shown to play an important role in tragedy's interrogation of Athenian 
ideals of the male citizen self. As Froma Zeitlin and Nicole Loraux have argued, 
tragedy is fundamentally a genre that stages men's confrontation with the 
feminine, frequently in terms of suffering and bodily vulnerability.132 Women 
are associated with bodily processes and the natural world in a number of 
cultures and historical periods.133 Yet concepts like nature or “the body" are 
never given or stable, particularly, as we have seen, in late fifth-century Athens. 
I have argued that the emergence of the physical body, while not crowding out 
existing ideas about women's relationship to suffering, transforms the 
representational potential of the (mature) female body. In discussions of what 
women are “by nature," necessity is shifted from the gods to the fixity of nature. 
In chapter 4, I suggested that female bodies exaggerate the most troubling 
aspects of the physical body: its hidden inner space, its volatility and propensity 
toward disorder, its daemonic automatism, its openness to external influences, 
its need for constant cleansing. They thus illustrate the threat posed by male 
bodies in the absence of technical mastery, not only to health but also to 
broader ideals of ethical subjectivity, particularly in classical Athens, a culture 
committed to the mastery of the self as the precondition of empire and the right 
to speak in the public sphere. The Hippolytus, too, seems to approach female 
nature as a model for the daemonism that is buried in human nature. The base 
helplessness lamented by the women of the Chorus as the lot of their sex (161- 
64) thus returns with a vengeance as the fate of Phaedra, most unfortunate of 
women, who, in the end, lacks a tekhne to free herself from eros (670-71). 

When Phaedra appropriates the language of blame to attack other women as 
traitors within the home, she is trying to distance herself from them, to keep 
herself from becoming what her culture, her genealogy, and the tragic tradition 
demand that she be. Yet, in the end, she fails both to conquer her desire and to 
keep it secret—far from going unnoticed, her passion is memorialized in ritual. 
Should we read this failure as confirming the Nurse's speech on daemonic 
compulsion? Or is Aphrodite's power a means of channeling the weight of 
poetic tradition to eventually bring Phaedra in line with Euripides' other 
wanton women, a means, that is, of compelling her fidelity to the myth? Is 
Phaedra's capitulation an indictment of what looks like a contemporary ethical 
belief, perhaps associated with Socrates, that one can choose the good over the 
pleasurable? Or is Euripides being absurd in putting the discourse of self- 
mastery in the mouth of a woman, the paragon of intemperance? 

The Hippolytus is far too rich a play to constrain us to a single line of 
interpretation. It is the nature of the symptom, after all, to foster the 
convergence of multiple interpretative frameworks—magico-religious, medical, 
ethical. Before leaving the Hippolytus, I would like to consider one more angle 


on daemonic phusis, one that encompasses not only Phaedra but Hippolytus as 
well. If Phaedra swears that Hippolytus “will learn sophrosune by sharing in my 
disease” (tñs vócov dé THOdE uor / KOLVT) uexac xov owbooveiv parjoexat, 
730-31), what lesson does her experience model?134 

One way of answering this question is to inquire into an intriguing detail in 
Phaedra's first entrance that is echoed at the end of the tragedy. When Phaedra 
first appears onstage, she commands her attendants to raise her up, "for," as she 
says, “I have been loosened in the binding together of my dear limbs" (A£Avuat 
ueAéwv ovvdeoua piAwv, 199). The word that I translated with both “my” and 
“dear,” philos, is often used by Homer with parts of the self, not only the limbs 
but also ētor and thumos.135 So common are such collocations that some modern 
commentators have posited a secondary, “possessive” meaning for the word in 
epic poetry. In recent years, however, others have challenged this meaning on 
both etymological and conceptual grounds. David Robinson has argued, for 
example, that parts of the self are naturally dear to their owner, particularly 
when they are threatened or suffering, as is the case in the majority of Homeric 
examples.1s6 Phaedra's use of philos at the moment her limbs are in distress 
leads Robinson to classify this as a Homerism.137 

Interestingly, the Hippolytus offers a second example of this “Homeric” use of 
philos, this time with respect to Hippolytus. With Hippolytus's death, eros, 
which has long simmered beneath the surface of the tragedy, explodes into 
violence. Exiled and cursed by his father, Hippolytus is driving his mares along 
the beach when the monstrous bull of Poseidon charges out of the sea.13s Just as 
the sight of Hippolytus is too powerful for Phaedra to resist, the bull is 
“stronger than any looks" (xoeiccov ... deoyudtwv, 1217), and a terrible, 
awesome fear falls on the horses. Once nourished at Hippolytus's hand, they 
suddenly threaten to destroy their master. He, in turn, straps his body into the 
leather thongs and pulls back against them, but he cannot check their frenzy of 
fear and also, perhaps, of desire.130 The mares are driven this way and that until 
they capsize the chariot against a rock, at which point the distinction between 
master and mastered grows confused: 


AVTOG 0 O xÀAi]ucv r]jvíauctv ÈHTAQKEÏS 
deopov dvoeEéAuctov éAkexau debeis, 
OTNOdOUHEVOS HEV TENG TĒTOAIG PiAov xága 
Ooavwv te cágkac, detvā Ò £&avócv kĀveīv. 


(E. Hipp. 1236-39) 


And the wretched man himself, entangled in reins, bound in a hard-to-unravel 
bind, was dragged, smashing his dear head against the rocks and breaking his 
flesh, crying out things terrible to hear. 


Hippolytus cries out to his mares not to destroy him. Yet nearly every participle 
in the messenger's report is in the active or the middle voice, with Hippolytus as 
its subject. To judge from the grammar, then, Hippolytus is destroying 
Hippolytus. Entangled in the reins he once used to control his horses, he ends 
up smashing himself against the rocks.140 


It is obvious that Hippolytus's head is in danger at the moment that it is 
called philos. The adjective may, then, capture the dearness of a part of the self 
as it comes under threat, as Robinson's analysis of the Homeric examples would 
suggest. Euripides' use of the word, however, may be more complex. He 
emphasizes the dearness of these parts at a moment when the danger posed to 
them comes from the subject himself as he loses control over himself. The 
adjective philos, which in Homer appears related to an external threat, may 
participate in the tragedy's general thematization of the threat posed by what is 
most intimate, a threat first signaled by the collapse of Phaedra's limbs ("the 
point," observes W. S. Barrett, “is that the familiar obedience of her own body 
has deserted her").:4: On the verge of revealing her secret, Phaedra tells the 
Nurse, “a philos is unwillingly destroying me, unwilling" ((Aoc u'àrtóAAvo ovx 
ékodoav oùx ēkov, 319). While Hippolytus is the most obvious aggressor here, 
this intrafamilial violence also exists inside the self on account of the powerful, 
competing forces with which one dwells.142 The uses of philos that bookend the 
Hippolytus thus trouble the difference between inside and outside, victim and 
aggressor, friendly and unfriendly, intimacy and alienation. The wrecked body 
dragged onstage at the end of the tragedy becomes a mirror that reveals the 
inner conflict hidden by Phaedra's apparently inviolate corpse, just as her 
disease had prefigured the struggle that time brings to light in Hippolytus's 
“virgin soul.”143 

What is particularly striking is that the most decisive acts of aggression 
against the self in the play do not arise from the erotic energies represented by 
Phaedra's delirious speech or Hippolytus's mares. Aggression erupts, rather, out 
of the tragic subject’s efforts to control these energies. Phaedra’s limbs collapse 
because she seeks to starve her disease of its power. Failing to quell it, she 
resorts to suicide, an act through which she forces body and voice to submit, 
once and for all, to the story that she wishes to tell of her sophrosune. And while 
Hippolytus is dragged to the rocks by his frenzied mares, he is broken because, 
entrapped in his reins, he seems to turn on himself. The forces that wreck these 
characters not only express dangerous, subhuman energies that must be checked 
by reason or moderation, but encompass, too, the drive to mastery inherent in 
reason and moderation (a drive that looks forward to Pentheus in the Bacchae). 
The tragedy thus seems to cast the desire to resist Aphrodite as a force no less 
powerful and destructive than Aphrodite herself. 


THE SEMANTICS OF SUFFERING 


The concept of disease in the Hippolytus is, as we have seen, highly 
overdetermined. While the body is not the primary locus of attention, Euripides, 
in scripting erds as a disease, seems to be drawing on the conceptual resources 
being developed in contemporary medicine to describe the body: the triggering 
of disease by an external physical stimulus; the body's strange complicity in its 
destruction; the cavity as the origin of the symptom; and the entrenchment of 
the disease over time. Much like early proponents of a medical analogy, 
Euripides does not adopt these resources wholesale, but uses them to explore 
the daemonic recesses of the ethical subject. Unlike them, he seems skeptical 


about whether these recesses can be mastered and alert to the strange power of 
the desire for mastery itself. Nevertheless, he is not deaf to the ethical 
complexities created by the idea that we are implicated in the necessities of 
nature through our own natures. I close by examining how Euripides takes up 
the question of autarchy at the crossroads of different worldviews in the final 
scene of the Heracles. 

Like Hippolytus, Euripides' Heracles finds his control over himself destroyed 
by the eruption of powerful daemonic forces after having been cast as a model 
of corporeal integrity. His autarchic identity is captured well by Amphitryon's 
description of his son as the consummate archer: 


&vr|o OTAITIJG óovAÓG ÉOTL xov ÉTAGV 190 
OBeatvoac TE Aóyxrjv OÙK EXEL TH OOUATL 193 
Odvarov àuüva, Hiav Exwv AAKT}V uóvov: 194 
Kai TOLOL OVVTAXOEtoL OVOL Lr] AyYaBoīg 191 
avtos TEOVIKE Seria TH t&v rtéAac.144 192 
OGOL dE TOEOLS XEÏQ ĒXOVOLV EVOTOXOV, 195 


êv LEV TO AWOTOV, HUQIOUS oiotovc &doeic 
GAAOK TO COMPA QUETAL ur] kaTOaveīv, 
&kàc O APEOTUG roAeu(ovc AUUVETAL 
TUPĀOĪG ÉQOVTAS OLVTĀJAG TOEEUHAOLV 

TO JOHĀ T'OÙ O(Ocot toic ĒVAVTIOLS, 

èv EVHVAAKTH O ČOTi. tovto D tv uáxr 
cooQoóv UAALOTA, Ē0OVTA roAeutouc KAKMS 
OMCELV TO ouA, LT) k TÜXNS WOHLOHÉVOV. 


(E. HF 190-203) 


The spearman is the slave of his weapons, since, breaking his spear, he is not 
able from his body to ward off death, having only a single defense; and on 
account of his fellow soldiers, if they are not brave, he dies himself, because of 
the cowardice of his neighbors. But the man whose hand can aim the bow 
well holds the one best thing: having shot a thousand arrows, by others still 
he protects his body from death; positioned at a distance, he guards himself 
against enemies who, though they are looking, are wounded by unseen 
arrows, and he does not betray his body to his opponents, but keeps it well 
protected. This, in battle, is the wisest plan: while harming your enemies, to 
safeguard your body, unmoored to tukhe. 


The bow allows Heracles to wound without being wounded, to attack the many 
without needing the many for protection. Amphitryon's description of the 
archer who controls the fates of others, not through force but through an 
epistemic advantage, recalls the discussion of archers in chapter 1, where we 
saw that the asymmetrical relationship of the archer to his victim mimics the 
asymmetry between mortals and immortals that is part of what enables the gods 
to inflict pain.14 To the extent that the wound caused by the unseen arrow 
arises from a place unobserved and unassailable, it is like the damage caused by 
gods, that is, the symptom. But, on Amphitryon's view, the archer himself, 
equated with a soma outside the martial law of reciprocity and beyond the 
reach of tukhe, does not suffer symptoms. He is fully autarchic. 147 


Euripides' Heracles is a strikingly unfamiliar take on a familiar myth. In the 
mythic and poetic tradition, Heracles is virtually synonymous with what is 
eventually seen as his body—its strength, but also its appetites, labors, 
suffering, and passions.14s It is not surprising, then, that the only two tragedies 
known to have featured Heracles as a protagonist, Sophocles’ Trachiniae and 
Euripides’ Heracles, construct his tragic identity through the figure of disease, 
thereby placing his body, with its enormous capacity to inflict and suffer pain, 
center stage. Yet the two tragedians represent Heracles and his disease in 
markedly different ways. Sophocles' Heracles is preceded onstage by legends of 
boundless passions and enslavement: Omphale, the queen whom Heracles was 
compelled to serve, is mentioned early on (Tr. 69-70, 252-57), as is the murder 
of Iphitas (38), thus preparing the way for a hero vanquished by his diseased 
love for Iole (488-89) and the murder of Lichas (777-82).14 His labors are 
couched as service to another man.iso His strength comes from the stalwart 
hands, back, chest, and arms that he apostrophizes as the erstwhile conquerors 
of monsters when they are finally devoured by até (1089-1100; cf. 1046—47).151 
Conversely, the Heracles who dominates the first half of Euripides' tragedy is a 
civilizer and a savior. In the prologue, Amphitryon says his labors were 
motivated by filial piety (17-18); these “noble” labors (yevvaiwv ... rtóvcv, 
357) are said to tame and purify the earth (20, 225-26, 698-700, 851-52), 
bringing freedom and calm in their wake (221, 400—402). Euripides' Heracles is 
thus closer to sophistic reassessments of the hero, which emphasized the labors 
as freely chosen and civilizing, than to the archaic warrior.is2 Moreover, 
although Heracles' threatened revenge against Lycus gives us a glimpse of his 
antinomian tendencies, his passions are initially withheld from view. His 
relationship to Megara exudes domesticity, rather than eros, and when his wife 
does mention the sack of Oechalia (473), she is silent about Iole. Finally, 
whereas, in the Trachiniae, Heracles fights with bare hands, in the Heracles he 
relies on a hand with good aim (xeio’... eboroxov, 195), a sign of efficacious 
agency. Indeed, the villain Lycus charges that Heracles used nets, rather than 
his own arms, to catch the hydra and the Nemean lion (151-54)—tekhnē, that 
is, in place of raw strength.153 The Euripidean hero's intelligent mastery of 
bestial threats to calm and civilization thus implies self-mastery. The Heracles 
of the play's first half recalls the hero of the Prodikean Choice, who rejects his 
trademark pleasures to pursue a life of virtue, submitting his soma to gnome and 
a rigorous regimen.154 He who brings freedom to the peoples of the world is the 
slave of no one and nothing. 

Euripides' brilliant plotting in the Heracles, however, creates a loophole in 
his hero's civilizing career. By having Heracles stable the monstrous guardian of 
the underworld, Cerberus, at Hermione in order to return to Thebes, he leaves 
just enough space to introduce Hera's series-canceling "last labor" (1279). 
Euripides seems to correlate Heracles success until this point with the 
protection of his soma, a word that appears four times in quick succession in 
Amphitryon's paean to the archer. Indeed, Heracles realizes that the boundaries 
of his soma have been breached when, awaking from his madness, he sees his 
scattered arrows, which before stood by his arms and preserved his flanks (à 
roiv magaoničovī' &goic poaxtootv / ÉowCE TAEVEAC, 1099-1100). Protected 


by his arrows, Heracles' body had been invulnerable. He wakes up in a world 
transformed by its violation. 

With the arrival of Lussa, the Heracles of myth—the hero who suffers, the 
hero open to daemonic arrows, the hero enslaved—is introduced in a single 
stroke. Having entered the house confident in his powers, Heracles returns as a 
figure crumpled in sleep, his hands bound to a column fragment. As it was for 
Hippolytus, tragedy is a lesson in suffering. Yet, in the closing scene of the play, 
this lesson is open to multiple interpretations, interpretations that are not easily 
classified by the adjectives "religious" and "secular." As Heracles begins to try 
to make sense of the “new thing" (tı katvov, 1118) inscribed into his life, his 
guest-friend Theseus arrives and, hearing of Heracles' plight, invites him to 
settle in Athens. The scene has long been celebrated for its valorization of 
friendship between men, its image of a benevolent and enlightened Athens, and 
its bittersweet humanism.iss Heracles can be recuperated as an Athenian hero 
only if he trades his dead sons for civic sons and disavows his “feminine” 
suffering—in short, if he forgets his encounter with the daemonic.iss Through 
his mourning and his fixation on miasma, however, Heracles makes visible his 
resistance to Theseus’s solution. In the struggle for closure, the last scene of the 
Heracles dramatizes how the meaning of tragic suffering can gain in complexity 
and richness through the crossing of interpretive paradigms. 

Heracles’ madness arrives and departs suddenly. Yet its eruption transforms 
the life to be lived henceforth. The final scene exhibits a cyclical structure— 
Heracles laments, recovers, and laments again, before departing—that seems to 
restage disease as a struggle with lupé.is7 This struggle, though visible in his 
initial exchanges with Theseus, surfaces at the moment Heracles returns to the 
point in his labors where he had left off before the start of the tragic action. 
Having left Hades’ hound Cerberus at Hermione, Heracles had been free to 
summon Lussa’s dogs (860) for his mad “trip” to Mycenae. At the end of the 
play, he must undertake that trip again in order to complete his labors, this 
time in reality. Yet his sense of distance from the former Heracles is palpable. 
He is anxious about going to Mycenae alone, “lest, bereft of my sons, I suffer 
something on account of my sorrow” (AU x naiðwv pT) rtá0c povobpuevoc, 
1388). Is Heracles worried that lupé will overtake him as madness once did, 
exposing him to Cerberus’s power? Is he fearful at the possibility that he is no 
longer able to tame the forces of Hades, whose Bacchant he has now been? 153 
Sorrow threatens to bind him to suffering, to keep him open to forces he cannot 
control. 

These forces appear, in fact, to be resurging right before our eyes. Having 
expressed his fear of lupe, Heracles suddenly turns away from Theseus and 
exhorts the city to grieve with him (keigaode, ovunevôńoart, 1390). By using 
a sun-compound with the Thebans instead of reciprocating the inclusive civic 
language used earlier by Theseus (1202), Heracles establishes an alliance proper 
to women—for there are no women left to mourn. His lament is cut short by 
Theseus, who demands that he get up and put an end to his tears (1394, 1398). 
Theseus’s demand is spoken in the name of philia, “friendship,” which is 
presented in the final scene as the panacea for Heracles’ ills, offering an 
alternative to actual death, that is, Heracles’ threatened suicide, as well as to 


the symbolic death of heroic identity. By promising to restore Heracles' time 
and, together with it, the old culture hero, Theseus answers Heracles' argument 
that his misfortunes will isolate him from the civilized and even the natural 
worlds (1281-1302). At the same time, Theseus recognizes that philia must 
strategically counter the threat posed by lupe to heroic autarchy. Faced with the 
resurgence of Heracles' grief, Theseus tries to steer his friend in the direction of 
Athens. 

Yet philia does not resolve the tragedy's problems so easily. Even after 
Heracles has accepted Theseus's offer of support, named him as a surrogate son, 
and begun to move again in the direction of Athens, his movement forward 
stalls. Amphitryon, saying goodbye, praises Athens as a land euteknos, "lucky in 
sons," as Thebes manifestly is not; Heracles, like Orestes hearing of his mother 
and his aunt, is struck by his father's words and, stopping in his tracks, he 
demands to see the corpses of his own sons again.15° Looking upon the dead is 
literally a turning back (r&Aww ue otgéov, 1406), which can explain why 
Theseus balks at Heracles’ request, asking, “Why? Will this charm [dí(Axoov] 
make you feel better?”160 Heracles’ response, “I long to,” confirms the 
magnetism of lupe and the threat that it poses to tragic closure. His desire to 
embrace his father again recalls Amphitryon's earlier, lyric supplication of 
Heracles (1203-13), which had been superseded by Theseus's measured 
argumentation against suicide, threatening to undo the “yoke of friendship" 
(Cevydc ye pív, 1403) that Theseus had forged with Heracles qua hero. 

Heracles' desire to see his sons and embrace his father attests the tenacity of 
his refusal to forget his misfortune. Faced with this resistance, Theseus tries to 
force his friend to remember differently: “Have you no longer any memory of 
your labors?” (oütw rtóvov oov OvKETL uvrjurjv éxeic; 1410).161 Yet Heracles 
answers Theseus's demand by defiantly investing the word ponos with the 
weight of his suffering (1411; cf. 1279-80), leading the Athenian king to charge 
him with “being womanly” (05Avv ôvr’, 1412)—an accusation for which 
evidence has been building from the moment the Heracleian body first erupted 
into visibility, through Heracles' Bacchic frenzy, his subjection to a goddess, his 
covering of his head, and his tears and lamentation.162 The conflation of blame, 
suffering, and female nature turns the ideal of the earlier Heracles, the 
autarchic civilizer, on its head. What is surprising is this Heracles' resistance to 
Theseus's logic: “Does my life seem lowly to you? Yet it did not seem so before" 
(Gc oot Tartetvog; GAA moóc0ev où óoxc, 1413). When Theseus responds, 
“The famous Heracles did not suffer [voowv]l,”163 Heracles invites his friend to 
remember the misfortune he himself suffered in Hades (“What were you like 
when you were in trouble underground?" où motog rjo0a végOev èv kaxoictv 
cv; 1415). Theseus is forced to confess his own lapsed masculinity (1jcocv 
àvijo, 1416), leading Heracles to a final question—"How, then, can you say that 
I am reduced by my ills?" (næs oov tēr eimņgt Ort cvvéotaA pou kaxoic; 1417) 
—that Theseus is unable to answer. He responds only with a command: *Move 
onward!” (rtoófatve). 

Heracles' refusal to disavow his sufferings not only challenges Theseus's 
civic model of ethical subjectivity. It unsettles, too, how Theseus understands 
the place of the gods in Heracles' misfortune. Earlier, struggling against his 


friend's attempt to shift culpability to Hera, Heracles declares: *God, if he is 
truly god, needs nothing" (deīrai yàg ó Beog, eirteo EoT OQOWS Oeóc, / obdevog, 
1345-46),164 a sentiment that evokes ideas about the gods found in the 
fragments of Xenophanes and contemporary thinkers.165 Although he questions 
the gods' desire as a cause and refuses to see himself as a legitimate target of 
divine anger (1310), Heracles cannot be said to be advocating a secular 
explanation of his suffering, if by this we mean an account consistent with 
contemporary medical and ethical concepts of diseased bodies and souls. One 
point of difference worth noting is Heracles commitment to the idea of 
miasma.166 

Let us begin by considering Theseus's stance on miasma. For, quite 
surprisingly, he denies it any power, mocking the hooded Heracles' attempts to 
protect him from pollution—at one point, he even invites him to smear blood 
on his cloak (Éxpaocoe, ģeičov unôév, 1400). But what is it exactly that Theseus 
is denying? In response to Heracles' initial resistance to making potentially 
polluting contact with his guest-friend, he says, “There is no alastor for philoi 
from philoi” (ovčeig AAKOTVOE toic pos Ex x&v hiAwv, 1234). The alastēr in 
archaic and classical Greek culture is the one who refuses to forget, 
nonoblivion, the figure of perpetual mourning and perpetual anger, victim and 
avenger.167 Clytemnestra, emerging from the palace with Agamemnon's blood 
on her hands, sees herself as the alastor of the house of Atreus (A. Ag. 1501); 
Oedipus announces in the Oedipus as Colonus, a tragedy that looks forward to 
the decimation of the last generation of Labdacids, that he will forever reign as 
an alastor in Thebes (S. OC 788). Each is an alastor for philoi from philoi. But 
among philoi in the polis, Theseus insists, there is no alastor. He thus ejects those 
forces that compel a return to tragic trauma both from the city and from philia 
among men. 

Theseus's “enlightened” approach to miasma would appear to contradict his 
belief in vengeful gods. The apparent incoherence of his position, however, 
makes it clear that tragedy never adopts one worldview (divine-mythic or 
“secular”) over another but, rather, plays them off of one another to explore 
their implications. Theseus's strategy turns out to make perfect sense. He is 
interested, after all, in extricating Heracles from what he has done, thereby 
recovering the identity of the civilizing hero as it stood before being resignified 
by his perverted labor.16s Theseus isolates the disease from the divine in such a 
way that the cause falls to the gods—the war is Hera's (1189)—but the effects 
cannot touch them: “You, being mortal, cannot stain divine things” (ov puaiveic 
Bvnrog @v Tā x&v Oewv, 1232).16 The crime is thus liberated from the body 
that commits it. Theseus works to externalize tukhai in order that they might be 
exchanged like honors within the mutual support system of philia without 
interfering in the construction of the public self. In such a world, there is no 
alastor, because the divine cannot be stained and, hence, forced to remember. 

Heracles' position shows the same surface incoherence as Theseus's. By 
insisting that “god, if he is truly god, needs nothing," he challenges the logic of 
divine anger and retribution. But were we to attribute a doctrine of 
"enlightened" theology to Heracles, it would appear incompatible with his 
belief in miasma. Here again, however, Euripides creates a perspective on 


symptoms that cuts across our analytical categories. Heracles, like Phaedra, 
refuses to blame the gods for his misfortune. Yet, like her, he also refuses to 
give up blame altogether, as Gorgias seems to suggest might be possible in a 
mechanistic world where souls chance upon the wrong words and images. In its 
disregard for intentionality, the “regressive” notion of miasma manages to 
bridge two worlds by accommodating the helplessness of a body caught in a 
causal chain alongside the need to make someone pay for the damage.170 
Miasma, in other words, may be working here as physical stuff that remembers 
human crimes and suffering. To give it up would be to concede that the 
daemonic has no bearing on the human, the impersonal on the personal—that 
the deaths of Heracles’ wife and sons are without meaning.171 By memorializing 
these deaths, miasma inscribes them into a physical economy where humans 
have value over and above the sum of their elements. Clinging to the hands, 
miasma insists on human responsibility despite the instrumentalization of those 
hands by inhuman force. 

It is a delicate task to assign responsibility to an event occurring at the 
intersection of the human and the inhuman. Yet the pressure to do so is 
overwhelming when someone gets hurt.172 On the face of things, there is no 
difference between calling the inhuman Aphrodite or eros, Apollo or bile, Zeus 
or “the hot." Nevertheless, I have sought to show how the friction between self 
and other grows stronger and more problematic as contemporary concepts of 
cause, disease, and embodiment enter the tragic vocabulary. By staging 
tragedies like Heracles, Hippolytus, Orestes, and Troades, Euripides asks what it 
means for us to be intimately implicated in an order that is indifferent to the 
distinctions between what is good and what is shameful. The unhinging of this 
order from a logic of cosmic justice sensitive to human wrongdoing and 
goodness leaves uncertain what might be learned from suffering. 

What is perhaps most powerful in so many of these tragedies is their 
eventual uncoupling of responsibility and blame. In the Heracles, remembering 
the rift created by the symptom, together with the trauma it leaves behind, 
undermines the heroic subject of the play's first half. Nevertheless, in the final 
scene of the tragedy, Heracles resists the urge to recover a sense of autarchic 
integrity through calculated amnesia or the displacement of blame. He rejects, 
that is, both the forgetfulness of becoming that Socrates believes can make one 
godlike in the Philebus and the feminization of vulnerability that comes to 
structure the ethical tradition—the subject qua master and the subject qua 
symptom. He challenges the physicians, too, and their beliefs in the power of 
the tekhne to manage tukhe. This is not to say that Heracles repudiates technical 
agency. At the end of the tragedy, he picks up the arrows that he once believed 
could ward off death. In doing so, however, he recognizes the arrows' 
indifference to ends. He recognizes, too, the limits to his field of vision, outside 
which lie not only the Lussas and the Heras of myth, but also the ceaseless 
exchanges and negotiations of a world as indifferent to human greatness as to 
the death of a child. In such a world, reclaiming responsibility can be 
understood as simply the pursuit of meaning adequate to the complexity of 
suffering. What must be recognized, however, is that this challenge to create 
meaning takes shape in different ways in response to contemporary perceptions 


of the causes of suffering. Euripidean tragedy powerfully attests how generative 
the physical body had become for questions of suffering and ethical subjectivity 
in the late fifth century. 


1 Gorgias's Helen probably dates to the last quarter of the fifth century: see Basta Donzelli 
1985.402-4; Orsini 1956; Donadi 1978.76 (positing a very late [405 bce] date). Because 
we cannot date the speech precisely, it is impossible to determine if Gorgias influenced 
Euripides or vice versa. Helen's guilt, in any event, seems to have been a popular topic of 
debate. See Adkins 1960.124-27; Croally 1994.155-56; Worman 2002.123-35, all reading 
Troades against the backdrop of Gorgias's Encomium. 

2 On Helen's line of argument, see de Romilly 1976.318-19; Croally 1994.138-45. 
Pasiphae offers a similar “sophistic” defense at E. fr. 472eK (= Cretans fr. 5 J.-V.L.): see 
Rivier 1958; Reckford 1974.319-22. 

3 See also E. frr. 254K (— Archelaus fr. 23 J.-V.L.), 1078K. 

4 Spatharas 2002 uses this association to exclude claims that Euripides is influenced by 
contemporary theories of vision: on erós and vision in early poetry, see Pearson 1909; 
Calame 1999.20-21. On the importance of vision and desire more generally in the agon, 
see Worman 2002.125-35. 

s Once Helen is in Troy, however, Hecuba seems confident about introducing her as the 
subject of wanting and following fortune (1008-9, 1021). On this aspect of Helen's 
hedonism, see Croally 1994.150-52. 

6 On the agôn, see Croally 1994.134-62; Worman 1997.180-97. The agēn by its nature is 
suited to producing clear-cut positions on cause and blame: see, e.g., S. El. 566-76. But 
Euripides seems to exploit it as a way of polarizing questions of mortal and immortal 
responsibility (M. Lloyd 1992.15-18). On double determination, see above, chapter 1, 
n.119. 

7 There are, of course, important differences between phenomena like rolling eyes or foam 
at the mouth and acts. Yet they also exist on a continuum of effects provoked by the 
encounter between the person and daemonic force. See below, n.54, on active and passive 
diseases. 

s Vernant 1988a.46-47. 

» Williams 1993.15. 

10 Vernant 1988a.32, speaking about the influence of contemporary legal theory and 
practice on tragedy. He goes on: “In the hands of the tragic writers, intermingled with and 
opposed to other terms, [sc. these ideas] become elements in a general clash of values and 
in a reappraisal of all norms that are part of an inquiry that is no longer concerned with 
the law but is focused upon man himself." 

1 On Euripides and the sophists, see Reinhardt 1957; Winnington-Ingram 1969; Kerferd 
1981. 169-72; Diggle 1999; Allan 1999-2000; 2005a; Assaël 2001. 

12 See [Long.] De subl. 15.3 (Euripides is particularly interested in love and madness) and 
Rivier 1960. 

13 See esp. Michelini 1987.3-51 on polarization in Euripidean scholarship. 

14 See Schlesier 1983 and 1985 on modern debates about Euripides' gods. 

15 See Ar. Th. 14-15 (Euripides spins cosmogonies around Ether), 450-51 (a wreathseller 
laments that Euripides has persuaded men that the gods do not exist); Ra. 888-93 (the 
playwright is shown praying to gods like the “pivot of the tongue" or sunesis, 
“comprehension”). 

16 E.g., Lloyd-Jones 1983.151-55; Burnett 1985; Lefk owitz 1987; 1989; Yunis 1988; 
Mikalson 1991, esp. 225-36; Sourvinou-Inwood 2003.291-300. 

1; Wildberg 1999-2000.238, for example, asks, "What do the tragedies tell us about 
religious concepts and preconceptions which the authorial character seems to employ in 


his dramatic plot?" 

1s E.g., Easterling 1993, arguing that the gods foster multiple perspectives; Dunn 1996. 

19 See, e.g., Papadopoulou 2005.59: "As a general rule, medical works substituted natural 
causes for divine causation in any type of bodily or mental disorder. Greek tragedy, on the 
contrary, is a literary genre that dramatizes myths; it may indeed be enriched by the 
vocabulary of ancient medicine, it may even at times seem, especially in the case of 
Euripides, to present its audience with almost clinical cases of madness, yet it retains the 
notion of divine causation of madness as established in literary tradition from Homer 
onwards." See also the classification of medical influence outlined at Jouanna 1987.120 
(terminology, representation or description of pathological cases, allusions to medical 
theories), adopted by Guardasole 2000. But cf. W. Smith 1967, on the Orestes: "Medical 
concepts are useful vehicles for [Euripides'] thought and expression not only because they 
offer a controlled description of the mechanism of mental aberration, but also because 
they deal in complex processes of reaction and compensation which cause both health and 
disease" (306). 

20 Choral laments are sometimes dismissed on the grounds that they do not drive the 
action of the play (e.g., Wildberg 1999-2000.241). Fragments are also often viewed as 
inadmissible evidence for understanding Euripides' approach to the gods because they 
appear out of context: see, e.g., Yunis 1988.94; Mikalson 1991.5-8. These strategies of 
interpretation assume that skepticism about the gods is introduced only to be superseded, 
ignored, or dismissed (e.g., “any character in Euripides who expresses ‘philosophical’ 
notions about the gods does so out of desperation," Lefk owitz 1989.72). Yet trust in myths 
can be seen as just as much of an emotional response or character-revealing trait as 
skepticism. What matters are the kinds of questions that Euripides introduces. 

21 “Ultimately, the gods in that play will prove—not always to the characters’ satisfaction 
—that the gods still retain their traditional powers" (Lefk owitz 1989.72). 

22 See, e.g., Verrall 1905; Greenwood 1953; Conacher 1967. 

23 G. Lloyd 1979.266. On Euripides' capacity to raise questions about cause and suffering, 
see also Ciani 1974.92; Ferrini 1978.60; Schlesier 1985.14-16, 34; Kosak 2004. 

24 Classic midcentury readings of this friction are Reinhardt 1957; Arrowsmith 1963. See, 
more recently, Pucci 2005. 

25 Beer 2000.140-41. Contrast Willink 1986.xxvi, arguing that sophistic and medical 
language and ideas in the Orestes constitute merely an "aesthetic" addition to "essentially 
mythical dramas.” 

2 Medical influence on comedy has also been explored (H. Miller 1945; Byl 1990), 
although, given the relative absence of theological difficulties, the stakes are not as high. 

27 On Aeschylus, see Jouanna 1987.123-24; Guardasole 2000.40-58, 160—76 (Guardasole's 
work supersedes the problematic Dumortier 1935); Craik 2001a.82. 

28 According to the Vita, Sophocles was a priest of Asclepius, and a paean to the healing 
god is credited to him (S. fr. 737 PMG); see Guardasole 2000.58-62. On his familiarity 
with Hippocratic writing, opinions range: see Psichari 1908.98-99, 108-13; Nestle 
1938.23-24; Collinge 1962; Curiazi 1997-2000; Guardasole 2000.58-76, 107-15, 176-92; 
Ceschi 2003; Craik 2003. 

29 See esp. E. frr. 282K (= Autolycus fr. 1 J.-V.L.), 286bK (= Bellerophon fr. 9 J.-V.L.), 
682K (= Scyrians fr. 2 J.-V.L.), 981K, 1072K, 1086K. On the basis of fr. 917K, which 
Clement of Alexandria pairs with Aph. L2 (Li 4.458 — 98 Jones), Nestle asserts that 
Euripides had read Airs, Waters, Places (1938.24-27). Few scholars have been so bold, but 
they have repeatedly noted affinities between Euripides and the medical writers. See 
Musitelli 1968; Mattes 1970.8, 76; Pigeaud 1976; 2006.376-439; Ferrini 1978; Jouanna 
1987.124-26; Garzya 1992.511-12; Guardasole 2000.76-86, 192-230; Craik 2001a; Kosak 
2004. Cf. Collinge 1962.45, 49: Euripides is an “outsider” who does not seem “instinctively 
medical" (although Collinge recognizes his familiarity with medical culture). 


30 Craik 2001a.92-94. Words are usually called medical if they appear in the corpus. Yet 
vocabulary shared by medicine and tragedy may be drawn from a common Ionic stock 
(Jouanna and Demont 1981; Jouanna 1987.124), and it can be difficult to determine how 
technical a word would have seemed to a fifth-century audience. See the methodological 
remarks at Collinge 1962; Guardasole 2000.29-30; Craik 2001a.83-86, 89-90. See also 
Langslow 1999 on medical language in Latin poetry. 

31 See citations in n.29. 

32 Harries 1891; Psichari 1908, esp. 120-28 on Philoctetes; Baumann-Oosterbeek 1932.309- 
10 on Prometheus Bound; Dumortier 1935.69-83 on Aeschylus; Nestle 1938.27; Musitelli 
1968 on the Bacchae (esp. 97-99, 113); Ferrini 1978; Garzya 1992 on the Orestes; Barra 
1993 on the Agamemnon; Guardasole 2000.159-251; Ceschi 2003 on the Trachiniae. See 
also Vasquez 1972.433-46, exploring how pathological conditions that are described in 
medical texts influence the portrayal of tragic symptoms. Other scholars have used tragic 
symptoms to generate diagnoses in modern clinical terms, e.g., Baumann-Oosterbeek 
1932.310-12; Collinge 1962.48-52; Gourevitch and Gourevitch 1979. For arguments 
against retrospective diagnosis: Starobinski 1974.16-18; Padel 1981.117-18; 1995.229- 
32. 

33 See Harries 1891.19; O'Brien-Moore 1924.126-29; Ferrini 1978.51-52; Guardasole 
2000.198-201. Cf. the cautionary remarks in Jouanna 1987.121-23; von Staden 
1992d.138-40. Pigeaud 1987.38 notes the parallels between Heracles' symptoms and 
those in Int. 48 (Li 7.284-88 — 230-36 Potter). Some authors have argued that medical 
symptoms are influenced by literature: Lanata 1968; Mauri 1990.51—53. For the impact of 
tragedy on later literary and nonliterary representations of madness, see Klibansky, 
Panofsky, and Saxl 1964.15-16; Padel 1981.115. 

34 On the literary tradition behind tragic symptoms, which comes to include tragedy's own 
conventions, see Mattes 1970.74—92; Vasquez 1972.411-15; Ciani 1974.79, 107; Jouanna 
1987.121; von Staden 1992d.139—40. 

ss See esp. the comprehensive study of Vasquez 1972 on the tragic conventions of 
suffering. Ciani 1974, on madness, is more restricted. 

36 On Euripides’ prominent role in the New Music, see Csapo 1999-2000, esp. 414, 424-26 
on its expression of emotional crisis. 

37 Vasquez 1972.68-103 on the scene structure; on meter, see 105-11, 476-88. See also 
Moreau 1989.106-7; Padel 1995.139-40. 

ss On gesture, see Pickard-Cambridge 1968.171-76. Padel draws a comparison with Noh 
drama (1981.107; 1995.140). On dance in tragedy: Kitto 1955; Vasquez 1972.191-96; J. 
F. Davidson 1986; Golder 1996; Henrichs 1996. Masks, at least in the Hellenistic period, 
could communicate illness, such as by depicting a sallow skin color (Pollux 4.135, 137). 
Pickard-Cambridge speculates that Orestes may have worn the mask identified as pinaros 
in Pollux (1968.192; see, too, Donadi 1974.113-14). McDermott 2000.248—49, following a 
suggestion from Marilyn Skinner, indicates that the reference to the cloud on Phaedra's 
brow at Hipp. 172 may refer to her mask. 

39 Loraux 1987.49. 

40 Blaiklock 1952.125-26; Mattes 1970.60-61, 83-84. Attention to the body in tragedy is 
regularly deemed “realist”: see, e.g., de Romilly 1958.19; Musitelli 1968.93; Mattes 
1970.91; Ferrini 1978.53; Jouanna 1987.121; Guardasole 2000.31, 162, 175-76, 193. 

41 See above, p. 55. 

42 Morb. Sacr. 7 (Li 6.372-74 = 14,21-16,23 Jouanna). 

43 See, too, Hdt. 6.84 on the madness of Cleomenes, who is either punished for sacrilege or 
suffers the effects of drinking too much unmixed wine. For Herodotus's interaction with 
fifth-century medical culture, see Lateiner 1986; Thomas 2000, esp. 28-74, 34-35 on 
Cambyses. 

44 Magic is also coming to occupy a crucial place in the public sphere in this period, as 


Graf 1997 argues. In the Hippolytus and the Trachiniae, the logic of the magical pharmakon 
figures prominently in the circulation of harm (Faraone 1994; Fountoulakis 1999). 

45 We can also assume that in this period some medical explanations are becoming 
accepted in day-to-day life: see, e.g., E. fr. 682K (Scyrians fr. 2 J.-V.L.), dating from a play 
probably performed between 445 and 435 bce: an attendant tells the king that his 
daughter is sick and dying, to which the king replies, "What's the matter? ... Is a chill of 
bile affecting her lungs?" On the relationship between bile and pleurisy in the medical 
writers, see Guardasole 2000.231-32. S. fr. 507R speaks of a quotidian fever, as well as a 
tertian fever, which brings a chill to the jaws. On these fevers in the medical writers, see 
Guardasole 2000.232-34. 

46 See Mikalson 1991.17-29; Mastronarde 2002.34-42, on the difficulties of inferring 
divine presence in tragedy. On the range of causes in tragedy, see Kosak 2004.1-2, 93-99. 
4; On Pan, see above, chapter 1, n.45. Borgeaud 1988.107 believes that Pan's agency could 
probably have been identified through “visible signs and unambiguous symptoms," but 
this passage and that from the Hippolytus suggest more potential for ambiguity. 

48 E. EL 737-45, cited above in chapter 2. On myths as the writings and songs of the 
ancients, see Hipp. 451-52; see also the remarks about “metamythology” at M. Wright 
2006.37-39. 

4» De Romilly 1958. See also Webster 1957.152-53; Maloney 1983.74-75. Flux: A. Ch. 
183-84; Eu. 832. Laceration: Ag. 791; Pers. 115-16. See also Ag. 1121-23, with Guardasole 
2000.118-30. On the relationship of innards to prophecy, see Padel 1992.12-18, 68-75; 
on their relationship to the divine, 114-37. 

so The involvement of the gods in Sophocles does not imply that the hero himself is not 
implicated in his disease. See Biggs 1966 on disease and character in the Trachiniae, Ajax, 
and Philoctetes; on Ajax, Starobinski 1974. Cf. Padel 1995.242-44. 

sı Contrast Lloyd-Jones 1983.146 (“the inscrutability of the divine purpose is an ancient 
commonplace of Greek religion, whose content is not altered by describing it in modern 
terms"). 

52 See Zeitlin 1996.237. See also Reckford 1974.322-23 n.22, observing that other guesses, 
for example, about Theseus's sexual infidelities and Phaedra's Cretan past, open other 
possible story lines that may still haunt the drama; the former, for example, is developed 
by Seneca and Racine. Jouanna sees a stronger break between religious and medical 
explanation here (1987.114-17). 

53 See E. frr. 840K (Chrysippus fr. 3 J.-V.L.), 904K. 

s4 Vasquez 1972.19-28. The salient difference is whether the sufferer is passive or 
aggressive. The active diseases usually result in harm to others and are accompanied by a 
lack of understanding, as well as joy and pride (E. Ba. 1168-1258; HF 935-63; S. Aj. 271- 
76). "Passive" diseases often allow the victim some awareness of what is happening to him 
and may involve a struggle. On the importance of recognizing a "sliding scale" of madness, 
see C. Gill 1996b.60-61. 

ss Vasquez 1972.104—53, 186-239. 

se Power exhausts its capacity to harm in the dead body: as Aeschylus's Philoctetes says, 
“pain in no way touches a corpse" (fr. 255R; see also E. Hipp. 1373; S. Ph. 797-98). 

5s; For continuities and changes between the tragic language of innards and earlier poetry, 
see Webster 1957; Solmsen 1984; Capone Ciollaro 1987. See also, more generally, Padel 
1992.18-48. Aeschylus's vivid descriptions of fear (above, n.49), which have been seen as 
presenting “una immagine priva di delimitazione assoluta fra il terrore e la malattia" 
(Guardasole 2000.119; see also de Romilly 1958.78-79), develop the inner body as 
dramatic space, perhaps under the influence of contemporary medicine. Nevertheless, the 
innards continue to respond primarily to the domain of the gods in Aeschylus. 

ss On the inside-outside dichotomy in tragedy, see Loraux 1987.21-24; Padel 1990; 
1992.47-48; Zeitlin 1996.353-56; Wohl 1998.43-46. Cf. Rehm 2002.21-22, 54-57, 


contesting its importance. On the use of the ekkuklēma to represent a hidden interior, see 
Dale 1956; Gould 1978.49-50. House and body may stand in for each other: for example, 
Lussa's raging in the breast of Heracles becomes the collapse of the house witnessed by the 
Chorus; see also Wohlberg 1968. 

so The classic discussion is Dodds 1951.1-27. Williams 1993.50-55 contrasts Od. 22.154- 
56 to Agamemnon's Apology: Telemachus, while admitting a mistake, claims that he is 
aitios as a way of accepting blame. On fear, see above, pp. 69-72. 

60 On Cassandra, see above, chapter 1, n.116. On the idea of being theomachos, see 
Kamerbeek 1948. 

61 See also E. fr. 339K (= Dictys fr. 7 J.-V.L.): xai yao ovx avOaigetot / Boocoic ÉQUTES 
ovd ékovoia vóooc. It is possible in fr. 286bK that the category “godsent” is qualified by 
the statement “if the gods do something shameful, they are not gods." A number of 
scholars have argued there are several lines missing before the phrase “if the gods do ... ”: 
Müller 1993 hypothesizes that the lost lines dealt with gods helping the pious, meaning 
the failure to help would be the “shameful thing." But we cannot rule out that the 
shameful thing may simply be sending diseases: see Morb. Sacr. 1 (Li 6.362 — 9,8-10 
Jouanna), where gods are too pure to defile the body. Harries 1891.15-16 relates the 
Hippocratic texts to both the Heracles (discussed below) and fr. 286bK; see also Nestle 
1938.27-28; Mesturini 1981. 

62 I have offered a more detailed reading of the Heracles in Holmes 2008. 

63 On epiphanies in Euripides: Michelini 1987.102-11; Wildberg 1999-2000.245-56. 

6 Verrall 1905.168—74. It is true that Lussa appears to strike a kind of madness in the 
Chorus (ko èc TOV avxov nítvAov fkouev þpóßov, / yégovtes, oiov áop UTEQ ðóuwv 
00%, 816-17). On mitvAoc, cf. E. Alc. 798; HF 1187; IT 307. 

65 See also A. fr. 169R, from the Xantriae, where Lussa has a speaking part. On Lussa in 
tragedy and vase painting, see Duchemin 1967; Jouan 1970.317-19; Sutton 1975; Shapiro 
1993.168—70; Padel 1995.17-20, 141-43. 

66 Kroeker 1938.59; Bond 1981.279-80; Lee 1982.44. 

s; The most plausible staging would have Iris exit via the mēchanē and Lussa step down 
either behind the skēnē or through a trapdoor in the roof, as Mastronarde 1990.268-69 
argues; see also Lee 1982.45. 

os HodkĀetov déuac: HF 1036-37. While similar periphrases with déuac are found 
elsewhere in tragedy (e.g., S. Ant. 944-45), this “is more than a mere periphrasis for 
Heracles ... the emphasis on Heracles' body is obvious" (Bond 1981.331). 

s» Franzino 1995.62-63 emphasizes the dual aspect of personification and abstraction. 

70 On the madness as a perversion of Heracles' mythic identity: Barlow 1982.121-23; 
Burnett 1985. 170-71; Hartigan 1987.128; Fitzgerald 1991.91-93; Worman 1999.100- 
101; Papadopoulou 2004. 

7 Deranged labor: 943-46, 978, 992, 999. 

72 Cf. A. Eu. 307-96, where the song of the Furies is part of the main action. 

73 See esp. Barlow 1982.120-22 on the romantic mode of the first stasimon (and the 
Chorus's reaction to Lussa) and the "realist" tone of the messenger speech. See also Harries 
1891.5-7; de Romilly 1961.20-21; Ciani 1974.88-89. On different registers of tragic 
disease, see Vasquez 1972.82-91. 

74 The servants' response has a metatheatrical element, as Heracles' symptoms are those of 
tragic madness. On the homologous relationship between madness and theatrical 
performance, see Bassi 1998.12-31, 192-244; Kraus 1998.151-56 on the Heracles. 

75 On the relationship between fresh bloodshed and madness, see R. Parker 1983.128-30; 
Padel 1992.172-75. On miasma, see further below, pp. 271-73. 

7e Lines 1002-3 suggest that Athena appears to Heracles. Nevertheless, it is possible that 
Amphitryon speaks at 906-9: see Bond 1981.304-5. 

7; Kosak 2004.159-62 follows the word xaogeypuóc, which the medical writers use to 


describe internal imbalance, from the polis (e.g., 533) to Heracles' phrenes over the course 
of the play. See also Padel 1995.131-32. 

7s Kovacs 1996.142-43 argues that néntwka and nvéw cannot refer to Heracles’ present 
experience, because, when Heracles awakes, the madness is over: thus Heracles cannot 
say, ^I have fallen into a dreadful wave of mental confusion" while reasoning calmly about 
his present state. This complaint, however, disregards tragic convention. Characters are 
often capable of reporting on their experience in the midst of their illness or, here, during 
the aftershock of madness. 

7» On Agave, see Devereux 1970.42. 

so On this "single blow," see Schlesier 1985.35, with n.97. 

a On being enslaved to fate or the gods, see also E. Ba. 366; HF 1396; Or. 418. 

s2 For the contrast between the Heracles and the Orestes, see Hartigan 1987; Theodorou 
1993. On contemporary medical motifs in the Orestes: W. Smith 1967; Parry 1969; Willink 
1986; Hoessly 2001.132-43; Kosak 2004.131-50. On the play's relationship to a broader 
intellectual culture, see also Greenberg 1962; M. Wright 2006. 

83 See Theodorou 1993.39-41 for a detailed comparison of the two tragedies; see also 
Burnett 1985.205-22. 

sa Greenberg 1962, esp. 166-67; W. Smith 1967.306 (“Euripides’ clinical approach is less 
interested in passing obvious judgments than in exploring causes"); Theodorou 1993.41. 
Zeitlin speaks of the play as a “palimpsestic text" (1980.54). See also M. Wright 2006.46: 
Orestes problematizes what we can know, making moral judgments unstable. 

ss See also Electra's apostrophe to phusis following Helen's departure: c "vaig, èv 
&vOocroictv cc éy ei KAKOV, / ocijoiov SE toic KAAWS KekTnpévois (126-27). Most 
editors (including Kovacs) bracket 127. On avOownov vois, Willink 1986.79 cites 
natural philosophy, as well as other Euripidean passages (Hec. 296; Ion 1004; frr. 170K [— 
Antigone fr. 18 J.-V.L.], 834K [= Phrixus fr. 18 J.-V.L.]). The figure of Tantalus was 
perhaps linked to contemporary physicists (Willink 1983), especially Anaxagoras (Scodel 
1984). 

se On the mythic innovations, see esp. Zeitlin 1980. See also Euben 1986.237-51 on the 
play's distance from its mythic models and earlier tragedy. 

s; Burnett 1985.195-96 discusses the unusually long opening sequence. 

ss She goes so far as to ask Clytemnestra to be gracious to her murderers, the children 
“whom the god destroyed" (otc anwAeoev Oeóc, 121). R. Parker 1983.311 sees the denial 
of blame as an expression of “her glib moral laxity.” 

s» See Theodorou 1993.36-38. Cf. Kovacs 2002, arguing that it is only during Orestes' fit 
that he is sane, because only then does he accept the reality of the Furies. 

9o See Morb. Sacr. 16 (Li 6.390 = 29,11-12 Jouanna), 17 (Li 6.392 = 30,4 Jouanna), with 
Garzya 1992; Guardasole 2000.211-19. 

91 On the slave as a mirror to Orestes, see Euben 1986.231-32. 

92 See W. Smith 1967.297; Rodgers 1969; Assaël 1996; Pigeaud 2006.418-19. Cf. Democr. 
(DK68) B181. 

93 On lupe as a disease, see below, n.157. 

»4 We see this conflict staged immediately after his delirium recedes, when he confesses to 
Electra that he no longer believes that Agamemnon would have sanctioned the murder, 
although the reasons for his disapproval—Clytemnestra’s death could never bring 
Agamemnon back to life; the suffering it caused Orestes outweighs any profit (288-93)— 
do not include a sense of the act as lawless. 

95 On this point, see Zeitlin 1980.55. Sleep, of course, is a conventional element in scenes 
of suffering, appearing, for example, in the Heracles and Sophocles’ Philoctetes: see Jouanna 
1983b. Yet the shift from sleeping Furies to the sleeping Orestes, with the implication that 
the forces in need of quieting lie within the patient, finds confirmation in the act's final 
lines, spoken by Electra: “Even if you are not ill, but you are imagining you are ill, it is a 


dead-end toil for mortals" (314-15), which we can read as something like *for when 
people think they are ill, even when they are not, they really become ill" (Willink 
1986.136; emphasis in original). 

96 For the Erinyes as keepers of memory: Padel 1992.168-85. 

97 Rodgers 1969.250-52 argues for Orestes' general “horror of the deed," rather than any 
moral guilt. But Euripides is vague on whether this horror is motivated by shame, a sense 
of justice, or, perhaps, the realization that matricide has made him into his mother's son. 

98 E.g., 572: tomy dé ur]iéo' Évôikws ārtoAega (hating my mother, I killed her justly). 

9» Euripides' characters are often anxious about the perceived lawlessness of the gods. Ion, 
for example, is indignant that Apollo would abuse his power to rape virgins, so that “you 
who write the laws for mortals incur yourselves a charge of lawlessness" (Ion 440-41). In 
the Heracles, Amphitryon, enraged at Zeus's inaction, concludes, “either you are an 
ignorant god or you are not, by nature, just" (auaOnc tic ei Oeog T] Otkatog oùk Educ, 
347). See also frr. 645K (— Polyidus fr. 10 J.-V.L.), 832K (— Phrixus fr. 16 J.-V.L.). Despair 
about the lack of cosmic justice may cause doubt as to whether there are gods at all. See, 
e.g., El. 583-84; further evidence at Riedweg 1990.40—42. Moreover, the gods” desires are 
often represented by Euripides as too petty or unseemly to explain anything satisfactorily: 
see Ba. 1346-48; HF 1307-8; Hipp. 120; IT 380; Tro. 67-68; fr. 210K [= Antiope fr. 34 J.- 
V.L.]. 

100 Tyndareus’s interlacing of magico-religious and medical language is perfectly expressed 
in the conjunction čodkwv ... voocóetc àcotoamác, which combines the serpent-figure of 
the Aeschylean Clytemnestra's godsent nightmare with an adjective modeled on technical 
medical terms. Euripides is fond of -wén¢ compounds, for example, Avoowdnc (Ba. 981), 
adewdns (Or. 220), EAkwdnc (Hipp. 1359)—all in “medical” contexts. Orestes calls the 
Furies dgakovtwodetc at 256. 

101 See Democr. (DK68) B5 (D.S. 1.8.1); Critias (DK88) B25.2. See also Boulter 1962 and, 
more generally, Jouanna 1988a; 1990a. 

102 At which point, Orestes himself admits that he feared he had heard the voice of some 
alastor speaking at Delphi, rather than Apollo himself (1668-69). Most critics read Apollo's 
reassurances as hollow, but see Kovacs 2002; Lefk owitz 2002. 

103 For the theme of exchange, see 842-43: obdyiov £0ex0 / patéça, TATEMWV TADEWV 
àpoifBäv (he slaughtered his mother / a trade for paternal sufferings). Moreover, the 
tragedy abounds in polyptota: deaths are traded for deaths (Oaváxovc Gavdrwv, 1007), 
murders for murders (bôvw dóvoc, 510, 816 [Kovacs reads nóvw nôvos here, following 
Willink]). On the family curse, see, e.g., 996-97. 

104 The words vooéw (186, 279, 293, 463, 477), vooeoóc (131, 179), and vóooc (40, 176, 
205, 269, 283, 294, 394, 405, 477, 479, 512, 597, 698, 730, 766) occur twenty-two times 
before Phaedra's death is announced, halfway through the tragedy. By contrast, there are 
only two examples in the latter half of the tragedy: vooovpev at 933 (the single reference 
to Hippolytus) and vocov at 1306 (Phaedra's eros). 

105 See Zeitlin 1996.278-84, with bibliography on Aphrodite's wrath at 278 n.107. See also 
Calame 1999.24-25. 

106 See esp. Rivier 1960; Winnington-Ingram 1960; cf. Sourvinou-Inwood 2003.330-32. For 
eros as madness, see frr. 161K (= Antigone fr. 10 J.-V.L.), 331K (= Dictys fr. 5 J.-V.L.). See 
also Pi. N. 11.48; Prodicus (DK84) B7. Eros is a particularly volatile force in Euripides: see 
HF 66; IA 808; Med. 529-30, 714; Pho. 622; Supp. 178; frr. 138K (= Andromeda fr. 32 J.- 
V.L.), 322K (= Danae fr. 17 J.-V.L.), 358K (= Erectheus fr. 17 J.-V.L.), 430K (= Hipp. Kal. 
fr. 4 J.-V.L.), 663K (= Stheneboa fr. 3 J.-V.L.), 816K (= Phoenix fr. 14 J.-V.L.), 895K, 
897K, 898K, 1076K. See Borthwick 1997 for the marked increase in the use of eros in 
Euripides—eighty-seven instances versus sixteen in Aeschylus and eighteen in Sophocles— 
as well as related terms like “Kupris” and “Aphrodite.” 

107 On Pasiphae, see Rivier 1958. On Sophocles’ Phaedra, see esp. frr. 679-80R. Scholars 


have long seen the extant Hippolytus play as the second of two, performed in 428, on the 
basis of the Aristophanic hypothesis see W. Barrett 1964.11-45; Snell 1964.23—69; 
Reckford 1974.309-19; Dunn 1996.98-100; Mills 1997.195-207; and McDermott 2000, 
offering a clever reading of our play as a rewriting of the lost first version. Gibert 1997 
raises important objections to the standard view without making a compelling case for the 
alternative. The publication of new papyri evidence, however, has suggested that the lost 
version may be more different from our play than was previously believed, thereby 
inviting further speculation about the order of the plays. Hutchinson 2004, discussing the 
papyri evidence, builds on the uncertainty the new evidence creates to argue on metrical 
grounds that our Hippolytus is earlier than 428 (and, hence, the earlier version); cf. the 
objections in Cropp and Fick 2005. See also Luppe 2005, who argues (on the basis of 
textual corruption in the Aristophanes' hypothesis) that both plays are earlier and 
concludes that the traditional order (our Hippolytus as second) is most probable. 

108 See esp. fr. 444K (= Hipp. Kal. fr. 17 J.-V.L.): O daiuov, wo ovK ÉOT nootood 
Pooxoic / viv èupútwv te xai BenAdtwv kakæv (O daemon, there is no recourse for 
mortals against inborn and godsent evils). It is generally agreed that the Phaedra of the 
other Hippolytus tried to seduce her stepson directly (see esp. fr. 430K — Hipp. Kal. fr. 4 J.- 
V.L.). References to Phaedra in Aristophanes (Ra. 1043-52; Th. 497-98, 547; fr. 469 PCG) 
presumably target this Phaedra. 

109 On concealment and revelation in the tragedy, see Segal 1988; Goff 1990.12-20; Zeitlin 
1996.243-57, 264-78. Note the violent enjambment of the key adverb “in silence" (rj 
tadaw ATOAAVTAI / ovyrj, 39—40) in Aphrodite's description of Phaedra's suffering; this 
may cue the key change of a second version (W. Barrett 1964.163; McDermott 2000.246). 
uo One Euripidean character lodges erós “in the worst part of the phrenes” (fr. 1054K). 

11 The extravagant quality of her entrance is strongly marked by the anomalous choral 
commentary on it. Other Euripidean uses of anapestic commentary on otherwise 
conventional entrances mark the arrival of chariots and corpses, as McDermott 2000.248 
observes. 

112 On desire in language in the play, see Goff 1990.7, 27-54; Zeitlin 1996.244—45. 

113 "How could she not" be wasted, asks the Nurse, ^when she has not eaten for three 
days?" (næs à ot, tortaiav Y ovo’ oos r]uégav; 275). A lack of appetite could be a 
symptom of eros in the classical period (e.g., Pl. Smp. 191b1-2), but it does not help the 
Chorus or the Nurse make a diagnosis. The wasted lover becomes a trope in Hellenistic 
poetry (e.g., Theoc. Id. 11.69), then Roman love elegy. The refusal to eat might also 
express anxiety, grief, or madness, e.g., Il. 19.205-10; E. Med. 24; S. Aj. 324; see also 
Martinez 1995.343-44. In the medical writers, being àoitos is simply another symptom of 
a mechanical cause, e.g., Aff. 15 (Li 6.222 — 26 Potter); Mul. 1 9 (Li 8.38 — 106,20-21 
Grensemann). 

14 In the parodos, the opposition collapses into the syntax of double determination: 
“because of a hidden grief, wishing to ground her ship at death's unhappy terminus" 
(ceurtt@ TévOet Oavārov 0éAovo-/av xéAcat noti TEQUA óboxavov, 139-40; cf. 322). 

us The idea of purity is closely associated with Hippolytus (102, 1003): see Segal 
1970.278-83; 1978.135. 

16 The final explanation that Artemis gives of events makes clear the entanglement of 
shame and honor: speaking to Theseus, she wishes to make clear "the maddened passion of 
your wife or, in a way, her nobility” (os yuvaucdc oioxoov T) TEOTOV TIVĀ / YEVVALÓTNTA, 
1300-1301). Cf. 1429-30, where it is simply Phaedra's eros that lives on in ritual, with 
Loraux 1979.53-54; Dunn 1996.95—96. 

117 Winnington-Ingram 1960.179-80; Loraux 1979.52; Rabinowitz 1986.131; Goff 
1990.15; Cairns 1993.331. 

118 On the intellectual-ethical language of the speech, see Moline 1975.54; Craik 1993.49— 
52, 55-59 on its relationship to fifth-century debates on pleasure. Cf. Willink 1968.11-26. 


19 Commentators have been quick to see aidēs as implicated in a downfall of which 
Phaedra herself is not aware. Her strange list of pleasures (long talks, leisure, and the 
infamous two kinds of aidos) has been seen as indicating her own susceptibility to eros: see 
Winnington-Ingram 1960.176-77; W. Barrett 1964.229-30; Willink 1968.14-17; Moline 
1975.58—62; cf. Solmsen 1973.420-22. 

120 See also Ba. 314-18, where Tiresias refutes the claim that Dionysus makes women 
lascivious by arguing that a woman's chastity has nothing to do with the god: whether she 
transgresses in a Bacchic ritual depends, rather, on her phusis. The text is problematic, but 
the sense is clear. Kovacs prints: oùx ó Atóvvooc t owbooveiv t avayKaoet / yuvaīkag ¿s 
tv Ktrotwv, KAA ev tH oos / [tò owboovelv Éveoriv &c xà nAVT dei] / TOŪTO'okoreīv 
xon kai yao àv Bakxeopaow / ooo T] ye ocooov ov dtabOagnoetar. After Pentheus's 
assertion that the Bacchants are interested only in sex (221-25), we would expect Tiresias 
to say that Dionysus does not make women misbehave. In Stobaeus, a 1) is inserted before 
owdeovetv, and this may be the correct reading: see Kovacs 2003.122; cf. Dodds 
1960.111-12. 

121 See Loraux 1979. 

122 The refusal to eat may have weight as a symbolic gesture related to ritual chastity (W. 
Barrett 1964.187; see also Kingsley 1995.350-52; Martinez 1995.342-43), as well as a 
medical resonance. The medical writers thought the female body had two mouths, the 
second being the stoma of the womb, which opened at puberty and was thought to close 
only in cases of pregnancy and ill health (Dean-Jones 1994.62, with n.70); the idea 
probably had its origins in folk belief (Armstrong and Hanson 1986). Phaedra's closing of 
one mouth may be, then, a symbolic reenactment of the sealing of the lower mouth. 

123 For the use of stoma with respect to dangerous speech or the secret, see 100, 498, 660, 
882, 1060, 1167, 1412. On silence and starvation, see Rabinowitz 1986.130; Goff 1990.5; 
Sissa 1990a.60-62. For the dynamic between speech and silence in the play, see Knox 
1952; Goff 1990; Montiglio 2000.233-38. 

124 Carn. 4 (Li 8.588 = 191,1-7 Joly); Morb. II 5 (Li 7.14 = 137,2-4 Jouanna). See also 
Guardasole 2000.91-97. On the affections that “bind hearts," see Burgess 2000.47, who 
reads the phrenes here in terms of contemporary physiological ideas about sinews and 
harmonia. 

125 Phaedra's position in her rhēsis has been seen as Euripidean polemic against the Socratic 
Paradox: Dodds 1929.103; 1951.186-87; Snell 1964.59—69; Irwin 1983; Cairns 1993.322- 
23 n.214; Craik 1993.49. I find this thesis compelling, though ultimately unprovable. Cf. 
W. Barrett 1964.227-28; Claus 1972; Moline 1975. Pigeaud 1976 and C. Gill 1990a speak 
more generally of the relationship between self-knowledge in the Hippolytus and Plato's 
work; see also Wildberg 2006 on the evidence for, and implications of, interaction 
between Euripides and Socrates. 

126 On Phaedra's Cretan past, see Winnington-Ingram 1960.175-76; Reckford 1974; Goff 
1990.37; Mills 1997.199-200. 

127 See Kosak 2004.57, also observing the medical connection. The verbs anaAAäoow and 
especially araAAäooouar (with the genitive) are often used by the Hippocratics to 
describe either simply recovery or more specifically a patient “freeing” himself or his body 
from disease or symptoms, e.g., Art. 3 (Li 6.4 = 226,13-14 Jouanna); Morb. II 40 (Li 7.56 
= 171,16 Jouanna); Mul. II 116 (Li 8.252); Prorrh. II 11 (Li 9.32 = 246 Potter). 

128 See esp. Zeitlin 1996.269-78, on the mirror's ability to grant the woman access to the 
image by which she is judged in the public domain. From this point, Zeitlin argues, 
Phaedra becomes the mirror image accessible to Hippolytus through which he learns the 
lesson of the divided self. For other readings of the mirror, see Pigeaud 1976; Luschnig 
1988; Goff 1990.23-24, 72. 

129 The expression düorçonos &ouovía works on multiple levels. The word &opovía, 
“joint,” in Homer (Od. 5.248), comes to play an important role in Presocratics like 
Heraclitus and Philolaus as “a principle that explains the connection between things that 


differ or are unlike" (Huffman 1993.139). Empedocles uses it to describe the principle that 
binds the elements in a composite body, e.g., DK31 B96.3-4; see further Ierodiakonou 
2005.6-8. See also Vict. 1 8 (Li 6.482 — 132,6 Joly-Byl, 132,8 Joly-Byl) and 9 (Li 6.482 — 
132,13 Joly-ByD, where the word is used in the context of embryological development. 
The word dvoteoTtoc is rare. It seems to mean something like “troublesome,” as at 
Democr. (DK68) B100. 

130 See above, pp. 185-187. Carson 1990.138-43 discusses the relationship between 
wantonness and wetness; see also Just 1989.157-63 on women and sexual incontinence. 
For female folly (tò uwçov) in tragedy, see also E. Andr. 674; El. 1035; Hipp. 644; Tro. 
1059; fr. 331K (= Dictys fr. 5 J.-V.L.). 

131 See, e.g., Padel 1983; Carson 1990. 

132 Bodiliness defines woman, as Zeitlin argues, “in the cultural system that associates her 
with physical processes of birth and death and emphasizes the material dimensions of her 
existence" (1996.351). On the importance of the female body to the Hippolytus, see 237- 
57. Loraux 1995.37-43 stresses the importance of childbirth as a paradigm of tragic 
suffering; see also Holmes 2007.71-80. 

133 See Ortner 1974. 

134 Phaedra's "lesson" is too complex to analyze in full here. See esp. Zeitlin 1996.219-84: 
the lesson of Aphrodite is an initiation into divided selfh ood. Cf. Kurke 1999, critiquing 
Zeitlin for adopting a Snellian model of tragic subjectivity and, hence, failing to recognize 
"the Greek tragic self not as our origin and kin, but as alienated and different, intimately 
related to the materiality of practices" (336, with n.12). I am arguing that the concept of 
inner conflict in the Hippolytus is, indeed, shaped by practices—the practices of caring for 
the soma and the psukhe in this period. 

135 E.g., Il. 5.155, 11.342, 20.412; Od. 14.405, 16.428. See also Hes. Op. 608. 

136 D. Robinson 1990. See also Hooker 1987. 

137 D. Robinson 1990.108. 

138 Segal 1978.138 reads the bull as a sign of paternal, phallic authority and repressed 
sexuality. See also Goff 1990.74-75. 

139 Mares often appear in erotic contexts, e.g., Anacr. fr. 346 (PMG); Sappho fr. 2 (L-P); 
Thgn. frr. 1249-52 (W2): see Zeitlin 1996.279—80. 

140 W. Barrett 1964.389 reads onodovuevoc in the middle voice, pointing to the parallel 
active participles. He supports his reading further by pointing to diAoc, which he takes in 
the “possessive” sense. D. Robinson 1990.108 sees díAoc at 1238 as a possible “Homeric” 
construction. 

141 W. Barrett 1964.200. 

142 Hippolytus “dwells with [Evvoucwv] horses’ ways” (1219-20), much as resourcelessness 
is wont to dwell with (cvuvoucetv) the discordia concors of women (161-63). 

143 Euripides represents Hippolytus's suffering in terms that recall Phaedra's disease and 
female bodies more generally. The pains that “dart” or “shoot” (&ocovo', 1351) through 
his head echo the breath that darts (M£ev, 165) through the belly in pregnancy: see Loraux 
1979; 1995.38-39; Zeitlin 1996.247-48, 351. Conversely, Phaedra tries to reclaim the 
bodily integrity of the parthenos in death—hanging was associated with virgins: see Loraux 
1995.109-15; Zeitlin 1996.238—43; H. King 1998.80-84. 

144 191-92 post 194 trai. Wilamowitz. The transposition has been accepted by recent 
editors (Diggle, Kovacs), but see Renehan 1985.151-52 and Kovacs 2003.169-71 for the 
difficulties with the passage. 

145 For Heracles as an archer, see also 179, 366-67, 392, 422-24, 472-73, 571. Some 
attribute the prominence of archery to recent military events, but Foley 1985.169 n.43 
rightly insists on the importance of literary topoi of the archer (for Heracles as an archer in 
myth: Il. 5.392—404; Od. 8.225, 11.601-26). For discussion of these topoi in the Heracles, 
see Foley 1985.169-75; Hamilton 1985; Michelini 1987.242-46; Padilla 1992; George 


1994; Cerri 1997.241-44; Dunn 1997.96-98; Papadopoulou 2005.137-51. At the same 
time, we can assume that the idea of an archer Heracles underwent changes over time: 
Cohen 1994, for example, argues that representations of Heracles as an archer were largely 
suppressed after the Persian Wars in favor of representations of him with a club. 

146 See above, pp. 49-51. Euripides regularly associates the toč- stem with the gods 
(Padilla 1992.3). On the godlike status of Heracles qua archer, see Padilla 1992; George 
1994. 

147 Cf. Th. 2.41-42, for whom it is the citizen-hoplite who is autarchic (adtäçknc) insofar 
as he freely consigns his soma to tukhē on the battlefield. See also 1.70. On Heracles' 
autarchy, see Wilamowitz 1909.127-28; Rohdich 1968.80-81; Desch 1986.13-14; Cerri 
1997.237-41; Griffiths 2002. Papadopoulou 1999.303 sees the first part of the play as 
setting up “the idea of the sovereignty of the subject." 

148 Heracles was always defined by his physical strength: in epic he is referred to as fin 
HçaxAnein (e.g., Il. 2.658; Hes. Th. 289), and he could later represent the law of might 
makes right (Pl. Grg. 484b1-c3). On the various diseases associated with Heracles, see von 
Staden 1992d; see also Filhol 1989. His diseases may explain why he was a popular cult 
healer: see above, chapter 1, n.169. On his appetites and his belly, see Loraux 1995.124, 
297 n.42. 

149 On erôs and nosos in the play, see Vasquez 1972.349-50; Holt 1981; Ryzman 1993; 
Schlesier 1993.106; Wohl 1998.6-11. On disease in the play more generally, see Biggs 
1966; Ceschi 2003. 

150 The verb is Aateevw (34-35; cf. 70, 357, 830): see Jourdain-Annequin 1985.497-522; 
Loraux 1995.120-21. 

151 On devouring pain, see also Tr. 769-71, 778, 805, 831-40, 987, 999, 1010, 1053-57, 
1083-84, 1253-54. On devouring diseases in tragedy, see Jouanna 1988a; 1990a; 
Guardasole 2000.240-49. On the brute strength of Heracles' hands in the play, see also 
488, 517, 1047, 1089, 1102, 1133. 

152 On the trend toward moralizing and humanizing Heracles in the latter part of the fifth 
century, see Woodford 1966; Kuntz 1994 (on Prodicus). Amphitryon does speak of 
Heracles as being mastered by Hera or necessity in undertaking the labors (20-21); see 
also 387-88, 580 (references to serving Eurystheus). Yet characters do not speak of 
Heracles as enslaved, nor is Omphale mentioned. The opposition freedom-slavery is played 
out, rather, between Lycus and the Thebans (e.g., 251, 270), which strengthens the 
portrait of Heracles as a liberator of the city. 

153 For similar rationalizations of mythic heroism, see Papadopoulou 2005.135-37. 

154 On Heracles’ Choice, see X. Mem. 2.1.21-34, esp. 28: ei dE kai v GoLari Pover 
ŠVVATOG civar TH yvcyr, UmNeEtEtv £0ic1éov TO CUA KAL YUHVAOTÉOV OÙV TOVOIS KAL 
idea@rtt (if you wish to be powerful in body, then you must submit the body to the mind 
and train with labor and sweat). Although Xenophon's telling of the story owes much to 
the thematic concerns of the Memorabilia, it seems clear that the Prodikean Choice placed 
Heracles’ infamous body in the service of ethical, mind-based aretē and assimilated the 
labors to the practice of such virtue. 

155 For readings that view Heracles' incorporation into the polis in a quasi-Hegelian light, 
see Foley 1985.165-67, 174-75, 192-200 (though see 199-200 on "remaining 
contradictions"); Mills 1997.129-59, esp. 145-46; Worman 1999.102-3; Assaël 2001.184— 
86. See also the optimistic reading at Griffiths 2002.655-56 and the bibliography at 
Schlesier 1985.32 n.87. Cf. Pucci 1980.182-87; Dunn 1997. For what I mean by 
humanism, see Holmes 2008.232 n.3. 

156 This is a particularly fascinating situation if we remember that Heracles played this role 
for Admetus in Euripides' Alcestis more than twenty years earlier, counseling him to lay 
aside his excessive grief (794) and accept the gift of a xenos: see esp. Alc. 1077-87. On the 
two Heracles, see Fitzgerald 1991. 


15; For lupē and nosos, see E. fr. 1071K: Aūmai yàg avOewrtoLoL Tiktovotv vócouc (for 
sorrows breed sufferings diseases for humans); see also frr. 1070K, 1079K. Elsewhere in 
Euripides, lupē corrodes the phrenes (Hel. 1192); the kardia is bitten by it (Alc. 1100); it 
may induce a chill (Hipp. 803). It is among the self-diagnoses Orestes offers (Or. 398). In 
Sophocles' Ajax, lupe extends the hero's madness: both are described with nosos-language 
(59, 66, 271, 274, 452, 625, 635; see also 581). On the Ajax in relation to the Heracles, see 
Barlow 1981. For lupe in the medical writers, see, e.g., Acut. Sp. 40 (Li 2.476, ch. 16 = 
87,11-12 Joly); Hum. 9 (Li 5.488 — 80 Jones). 

158 On the pervasiveness of Hades and the forces of Night in the tragedy, see Assaël 1994. 
159 On Thebes as an “anti-Athens,” see Zeitlin 1990, though she does not include Heracles 
in her analysis on the grounds that he is a Panhellenic hero and, hence, insufficiently 
Theban (144 n.16). Cf. Bernardini 1997, arguing against a clear Thebes-Athens opposition 
in the play (though he is focused on the polis itself); Cerri 1997. 

160 À cíAxoov is a “love charm” (e.g., E. Andr. 207; Hipp. 509; IT 1182), something that 
incites love and affection. Children provoke such attachments, which may be fierce (e.g., 
E. fr. 103K = Alcmene fr. 17 J.-V.L.): the corpse of the fallen son is an &yaApa for the 
mother (Supp. 370-71; cf. 69-70, 941-46). For Theseus as iatros, see Kosak 2004.172-73, 
who notes that “to feel better" (Qawv eivat) in the medical writers concerns treatment that 
may ease pain but does not cure the disease. 

161 Bond 1981.417-18 argues that 1410-17 should fit between 1253 and 1254, noting the 
jarring tone they create at the end; cf. Michelini 1987.260-62. Bond's means of explaining 
them at the end is to emphasize Heracles' delay tactic and to assume excessive lamentation 
between father and son, but he is uncomfortable with this reading—hence, the suggested 
transposition. Yet both aspects of this explanation, the delaying and the lamentation, are 
central to the final scene. The prolonged farewell participates in Heracles' overall 
feminization: see E. fr. 362K (= Erechtheus fr. 19.32-34 J.-V.L.). 

162 The feminization of the Sophoclean Heracles has received far more attention: Faraone 
1994; Pozzi 1994; Loraux 1995.39-42, 53-58; Zeitlin 1996.350; Wohl 1998.6-11. See 
Loraux 1995.116-39 on the feminized Heracles more generally. See also Sourvinou- 
Inwood 2003.367-68 on the Heracles. On Bacchic frenzy and women, see Schlesier 1993. 
As is well known, Plato makes the indulgence of grief and excessive lamentation feminine 
types of behavior, which should not be imitated by men on the tragic stage (R. 3, 395d5- 
e2; see also Archil. frr. 11, 13 W2). On the political marginalization of mourning women, 
see Foley 1993 (in tragedy); Loraux 1998 (more generally). 

163 Ó KAewoc 'HoaAr|c ovk ei voocov [ovk ei voowv Wilamowitz: Tov keīvog cv L]. 

164 These lines have been very troublesome, particularly for critics committed to defending 
the divine nature of Heracles madness. Some have credited them to the playwright 
speaking in propria persona. See Greenwood 1953.64-91; A. Brown 1978; cf. Halleran 
1986.173; Michelini 1987.275-76; Lawrence 1998.132-33. Others have dismissed the 
lines as the ad hoc arguments of a desperate man. Bond, for example, is adamant that they 
not be logically connected to anything else in the play, namely, Heracles' birth or Hera's 
anger (1981.399). See also Gregory 1977.273-74; Burnett 1985.174-77. Cf. Halleran 
1986.177-80; Lawrence 1998.130-31. Still others have seen Heracles' words as expressing 
mere disapproval, rather than outright rejection, e.g., Stinton 1976.82-84; Foley 
1985.163-65. Yunis 1988.157-66, for example, argues that, while the existence of a being 
Hera is not in doubt, Heracles refuses to acknowledge her as a god; see also Desch 1986; 
Papadopoulou 2005.114—16; cf. Lawrence 1998.136-37. For a more detailed discussion of 
these various interpretations, see Lawrence 1998. On my reading, the force of these lines 
cannot be neutralized. My sympathies are thus with the readings offered by Kroeker 
1938.100-102, 122-24; Arrowsmith 1956; Lawrence 1998.138-46. 

165 See Xenoph. (DK21) B11; A32 (= [Plut.] Strom. 4), cited at Bond 1981.400, with 
further references. At X. Mem. 1.4.10-11, the idea that the gods need nothing from us is 
part of the standard position for a critic of traditional religion. 


166 Although Theseus does say he will purify Heracles of miasma at Athens (1324), he 
mentions this almost as a technicality: it is his disregard for pollution that is dramatically 
effective. In rites of purification, the washing off of the blood would be followed by 
appeasement: see R. Parker 1983.107-8. On Hippocratic notions of miasma, see above, 
chapter 3, n.45. 

167 Loraux 1998.99-102. On the active and passive dimensions of alastūr, see R. Parker 
1983.108-9; Jouanna 2003.63-64. 

168 Theseus continues to recognize the gods, on the one hand, in order to demonstrate the 
impossibility of resisting tukhe, an argument familiar from the Nurse's attempts to keep 
Phaedra alive in the Hippolytus (433-81). On the other hand, he uses them to eliminate 
human responsibility altogether, a position familiar from the Troades and other Euripidean 
plays. 

169 See also S. Ant. 1041-44; cf. OT 1424-28. See Bond 1981.376, who sees in Theseus's 
answer a "new rationalistic spirit”; R. Parker 1983.145—46. 

170 On the absence of intention in miasma, see Adkins 1960.86-115; R. Parker 1983.111; 
Williams 1993.59-60. 

11 Compare S. El. 245-50: if the dead are no more than “earth and nothingness” (ya te 
Kai ovdév), then the reverence and piety (aidwe ... T evoépeux) of mortals is lost. 

172 Williams 1993.70. 


CONCLUSION 


Near the beginning of Plato's Timaeus, the dialogue's eponymous narrator sets 
out to describe how the world was created. After going on about the creation of 
the world soma, he realizes that he is mixed up. Naturally, he says, the divine 
demiurge did not make the soma before the psukhe, the younger before the 
older, the ruled before the ruler. Timaeus blames his confusion on the fact that 
we are subject to chance, inhabiting bodies whose participation in a haphazard 
world casts our words adrift, skewing the stories we tell (34b10-35a1). 

Over the course of this book, I have defended the possibility that in *erring" 
Timaeus may be closer to a likely story than he believes. Whereas most 
accounts of the development of dualism in fifth-century Greece have focused 
attention on the soul, I have argued that the emergence of the physical body as 
a conceptual object plays a significant role in shaping the notions of soul and 
ethical subjectivity that become central to dualism in the West. The crux of my 
argument has been that the physical body is not an ahistorical thing that the 
Greeks eventually learn to think past. Rather, as the soma comes to be “seen” as 
a physical thing and, more specifically, as the impersonal and largely unfelt 
substratum of the human being, the question of where it meets the person (or 
the soul or the mind) is invested with increasing significance and urgency. 

In emphasizing the importance of mental seeing, I am not saying that the 
physical body is a historical or cultural construction. Indeed, some experience 
of dualism, or at least our sense of ourselves as physical objects distinct from 
the awareness of a conscious field, is probably part of being human. My claim, 
rather, has been that the idea of human nature begins to encompass an unseen 
previously allied with the divine and the daemonic under particular conceptual 
and historical conditions. Having incorporated much of this unseen world, the 
physical body becomes a site of inhuman otherness within the self. At the same 
time, it begins to shape the understanding of the self in its full spectrum of traits 
and faculties. “Seen” as such, it acquires significant conceptual, imaginative, 
and cultural power. 

In telling this story, I have paid particular attention to naturalizing medicine 
in the classical period. My interest is due in part to the fact that the medical 
writers give us access to the kinds of ideas and claims that were being 
vigorously debated about human nature, the body, and disease in the late fifth 
and early fourth centuries, thereby allowing us to see how the causes of 
suffering were being realized through impersonal stuffs and forces. It is difficult 
to know, of course, how deeply these ideas and claims had penetrated the 
Greek-speaking world in this period, and even more difficult to gauge the 
impact they had on how people experienced their bodies. It is hard not to 


suspect, with Plato, that a carpenter would have had no time for the 
recommendations of On Regimen. But regardless of the social impact of 
naturalizing medicine in the ancient Mediterranean world, its conceptual 
impact was shaped by its aspirations not only to think about the physical body 
but also to act on it and to cultivate authority for those actions. The body that 
appears in medicine's field of vision is understood not only as an object of 
knowledge but also an object of control, both in disease and, increasingly in the 
fifth century, in health. The idea of control emphasizes that the body is an 
economy of forces governed by laws and, hence, subject to technical agency. It 
also points to the need to manage this potentially dangerous part of us. Taken 
together, these two aspects lay the groundwork for new forms of ethical 
subjectivity and, more specifically, an ethics of care. The possibility of taking 
responsibility for the body reconfigures the social and ethical meanings of 
disease. At the same time, because it is so difficult to know where the physical 
body turns into the person, disease destabilizes the very ideas of praise and 
blame. 

These complications unfold from a physiological-medical approach to 
human nature. Yet they are not elaborated by the medical writers—at least from 
what we can see. They arise, rather, as thinkers outside medicine develop the 
concept of the mind or the soul within the context of a medical analogy that 
assumes there are diseases specific to the soul, often understood in terms of 
false belief and desire. By displacing the possibility of daemonic disorder to the 
soul itself, thinkers like Plato and Democritus make the need for practices of 
care all the more urgent. But despite the shift to the soul, the physical body 
remains present as both a model object of care—by turns daemonic and docile 
—and, at least at times in Plato, the origin of psychic disorder. 

We can get a sense of the influential and complex role of the physical body 
in the developing ethics of care by looking at two medical analogies from a 
famous discussion in Aristotle's Nicomachean Ethics: 


čt © áAoyov tòv AdIKOUVTA UN PovAeodai dóuov eivat T] TOV 
axoAaotatvovta AKOĀAOTOV. ei Oč UN AYVOWV tic TOĀTTEL EE WV EOTAL 
ddukoc, ĒKOV ðo av ein, OÙ Av áv ye POVANTAL &óucoc WV TavoETAL 
Kai ČOTAL ó(katoc. OVdE YAQ Ó voocv ÚVIS. xai ei OŬTWG ÉTUXEV, EKWV VOCEL, 
AKEATMS BLOTEVWV xai ATELOWV toic iatooic. TOTE HEV OÙV ¿ENV AUTH ur] 
VOOELV, NOOEHĒVA ð OVKĒTI, corteo OVO’ AdéEevTL A(Oov Et’ AVTOV dUVATOV 
avadaBetv: AAA” Gums ET AVTA TO BaAeiv [kai óupau]* T) yao &oxr] £v ALTO. 
OŪTW dE xai TH AŠIKO xai TO AKOAĀAOTAO čč AOXTJG HEV EENV TOLOVTOIG uñ 
vyevēgda, iO ÉKOVTES eioíve yevonévois ð OVKĒTI ÉOTL ur] eiva. (Arist. EN 
1114a11-21) 


Again, it is unreasonable to suppose that a man who acts unjustly or 
licentiously does not wish to be unjust or licentious; and if anyone, without 
being in ignorance, acts, he will be voluntarily unjust; but it does not follow 
that he can stop being unjust and be just if he wants to—no more than a sick 
man can become healthy, even though (it may be) his sickness is voluntary, 
being the result of incontinent living and disobeying his doctors. There was a 
time when it was open to him not to be ill; but when he had once thrown 


away his chance, it was gone; just as when one has once let go of a stone, it is 
too late to get it back—but the agent was responsible for throwing it, because 
the origin of the action was in himself. So too it was at first open to the unjust 
and licentious persons not to become such, and therefore they are voluntarily 
what they are; but now that they have become what they are, it is no longer 
open to them not to be such. (trans. Thomson) 


Aristotle is speaking about the voluntary and the involuntary under conditions 
that would appear to negate the possibility of praise and blame, specifically 
cases where, through negligence, a person commits a blameworthy act. He 
introduces the medical patient as part of his attempt to recuperate, in the 
context of such errors, the concept of the voluntary.: Aristotle declares that the 
patient once had the chance to take care by exercising mastery over himself and 
complying with his physicians. As soon as he throws that chance away, 
however, he becomes a mere symptom of his disease: his health is like a stone 
that cannot be recovered.» Character formation, Aristotle argues, works the 
same way. If vice can eventually destroy the conditions of ethical agency, this 
does not nullify praise and blame, for it was once in the corrupt person's power 
to take care.4 

Aristotle's choice of a medical analogy to illustrate this point appears 
calculated. Within the analogy, we can identify points of contact beyond a 
straight-forward parallel between vice and bodily disease, suggesting more 
complex roles for both the body and the soul. On the one hand, if a person lives 
akratos, ^without mastery," the problem would seem to be at the level of the 
soul, although the repercussions are felt in the body. On the other hand, the 
body helps Aristotle model the forces of necessity at work within us: once 
disease has taken hold, he says, no amount of wishing can make us healthy. 

The relationship between wishing and health, in truth, is always complex, 
insofar as health is realized inside a space that we cannot engage directly. For 
the medical writers, it is in the interval between intentions, on the one hand, 
and symptoms, on the other, that disease develops “bit by bit" before suddenly 
overtaking the person, at which point it may be too late. Aristotle adopts a 
similar model—with specific reference to the body—later in 3.5 to clarify the 
difference between actions and dispositions, whose individual stages of 
development, just as in diseases, are unnoticeable. Like a disease, vice grows 
through repeated acts of injustice below the threshold of our awareness, 
accumulating force until it destroys the possibility of improvement.s Vice, here, 
is not a disease of the physical body. Yet even when that body does not threaten 
the voluntary directly, it is appropriated to describe the kernel of 
nontransparency and automatism—perhaps something like what Aristotle 
elsewhere calls “daemonic nature" (Sawovia vois)—within the ethical 
subject.c 

Aristotle thus uses the physical body to develop the idea of the involuntary, 
while using the possibility of care to establish the parameters of the voluntary. 
The work performed by the body in this context suggests that it may have 
played a role in shaping not only the soul but also new concepts of the 
voluntary or, more problematically, the “will.”7 That is not to say that, in the 


archaic period, people were puppets. Rather, I mean to say that, against the foil 
of physical causes, which threaten to erupt from within if left on their own, the 
idea of agency begins to looks like something that has to be secured and upheld. 
What I have sought to recover are the conditions under which the physical 
body, together with the embodied subject to which it gives rise, fosters a 
different kind of otherness capable of undermining the integrity of the human, 
turning human nature into a target of concern. 

Both Platonic and Cartesian dualism are today seen largely as discarded 
notions. But the physical body continues to function in ways that have become 
familiar over the course of this book, identified more than ever as an object of 
biomedical mastery while largely excluded from much twentieth-century critical 
theory as a figure of absolute otherness—pure daemonism, outside language 
and culture. These tendencies over the past decades have converged on the 
notion of the physical body as real, the natural counterpart to cultural 
constructions. By tracking the symptomatic emergence of a body defined by its 
phusis, we may gain insight into a problem no less urgent today, namely how we 
negotiate our own understanding of—and implication in—physicality. 


1 On the medical analogy in Aristotle, see Nussbaum 1994.53-101, esp. 58-76: Nussbaum 
is more focused on the therapeutic aspects of the analogy. See also Jaeger 1957; Tracy 
1969.157-333. 

2 Aristotle also admits the possibility of people who become sick or disabled through no 
fault of their own (1114a25-27). In these cases, praise and blame are illegitimate, as at Pl. 
Ti. 86d5-e3. 

s The irreversibility of disease is closely related to the purpose of the analogy. While, 
strictly speaking, in bodily disease there might be a possibility of recovering, provided one 
complies with the physician's recommendations, in vice, it would seem, the disease is 
beyond remedy once it is entrenched. 

4 Aristotle uses the language of care at 1113b33-1114a3: people are ignorant because of 
lack of care (óv auéAeuav), though it is in their power to take care (tov yao 
&rapeArOr|vat xógiot). Note that there are significant differences between Democritus's 
apparent views on the scope of care and Aristotle's more pessimistic views. As the above 
passage suggests, both Plato and Aristotle lean toward limiting the time in which a soul 
can be molded to a window in youth. They also limit the kinds of natures subject to 
molding. See esp. EN 1179b4-18, refuting the idea that anyone can be "remolded"— 
Aristotle uses the verb uexvaoovOpuíCo, suggesting a direct engagement with Democritus— 
by argument. 

5 OVX ÓLoícG dE ai TOAČEIG ExoUVOLOL ciot Kai ai É&eic- tcov HEV yàg TEAEEWV AT AEXTS 
HĒXOL TOV téAovuc KUELOL &opiev, eióóxec TĀ KAD’ ĒKAOTA, t&v EEEwv dE ts AOXTS, KAO’ 
ĒKAOTA dE T] rroóc0eotc OÙ YVWQUHOS, corteo İNİ vov AQQWOTLAV® AAA’ StL Ed)’ uiv Åv 
OÙTWS T) ur] OUTW xoijoacOau oux xovxo £kOVOLOL (But our dispositions are not voluntary 
in the same sense that our actions are. Our actions are under our control from beginning to 
end, because we are aware of the individual stages, but we only control the beginning of 
our dispositions; the individual stages of their development, as in the case of illness, are 
unnoticeable. They are, however, voluntary in the sense that it was originally in our power 
to exercise them one way or the other; trans. Thomson, EN 1114b30-1115a3). 

6 See Arist. Div. somn. 463b14, with van der Eijk 2005b.246-47 and n.30. As for Plato, the 
body is not simply a model for the soul for Aristotle but also sometimes seems to be a 
cause of its disorder: see van der Eijk 2005b.139-275, esp. 206-37. 

7 On differences between ancient and modern notions of the will, see Vernant 1988b, esp. 


57-60. For Vernant, the will is “not a datum of human nature," but, rather, “a complex 
construction whose history appears to be as difficult, multiple, and incomplete as that of 
the self, of which it is to a great extent an integral part." 
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